A "New American" 


Let me just say, first of all, how totally thrilled and happy I was to stumble upon THE 
NEW AMERICAN by pure chance while browsing through the periodicals at the library of the 
University of Minnesota in Minneapolis. The name of your magazine is both appropriate and 
beautiful. It was especially meaningful to me because I am a "new" American, in the sense that I 
recently took the oath of citizenship, though I have been in our country for 18 years. I am 
originally from Italy, Rome to be specific, but as much as I love my country of origin, and Rome 
in particular for all it represents in the history of civilization, today I am an American. 

I constantly feel in daily life, and after keenly observing our society since I have been 
here, that what is most in danger of extinction in America, and indeed the world, is good, 
old-fashioned common sense, the kind that made Rome great in the past and that more recently 
made America great. Your magazine goes a long way in explaining why that is happening. 

I should tell you that when I took my citizenship oath, the whole thing was a charade, and 
that was sad. In the court room, during the "ceremony," there were about 200 new "citizens." I 
can confidently say that no more than half a dozen would even begin to understand what the 
concept of "citizen" means. I can also say that over three-fourths of those present only saw 
America as a country to take something from, and becoming a citizen was a way to obtain the 
"right" to take. 

There were some veterans, from the Legion, in the courtroom handing out little American 
flags to all these people and congratulating them, too. I looked at those old veterans, who had put 
their lives on the line, and I could not help feeling sad. Could they not tell that these new 
"citizens" had not the slightest inclination to give to America anything, but only to take? Could 
they not tell that these folks did not hold dear the values that our Republic was based on? 

Such is the state of our country, when our prized citizenship is handed out to anyone and 
everyone, regardless of our national interests. Something similar happened in ancient Rome 
when citizenship was opened to almost everyone regardless of character or service to Rome. It 
was one of the reasons for the decline of that superpower. 

GIAN LUIGI COCCI 
Roseville, Minnesota 


Common Ground 

In the February 22nd issue of THE NEW AMERICAN you ran a review of Al Gore's 
book, Earth in the Balance, titled "Truth in the Balance." I have read Gore's book and found it 
to be quite thoughtful and well-spoken in many respects. I will grant you that he makes some 
absurd statements with regards to evolutionary theory, quotes some far-fetched statistics, and 
stretches an analogy far past credibility. Nevertheless, he addresses an issue (the protection and 
responsible use of the environment and the earth's resources) that is quite timely and vital. A 
great deal of what he says must be taken seriously by all of us -- we all are dependent upon God's 
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gracious gifts of food, water, air, etc. for our continued life. 

In reading your review, I think it is unfortunate that you were unable to find anything 
worthwhile in Gore's book, and J attribute that inability on your part to an overzealous "party 
spirit" -- certainly the book itself is not void of value. I think that every distortion of judgment in 
favor of "party loyalties" is the immoderation that George Washington warned against in his 
farewell address: "... the common and continual mischiefs of the spirit of party are sufficient to 
make it the interest and the duty of a wise people to discourage and restrain it. It serves always to 
distract the public councils and enfeeble the public administration. It agitates the community 
with ill rounded jealousies and false alarms, it kindles the animosity of one part against another, 
foments occasionally riot and insurrection." 

I hope we take our stand on the issues and not on the basis of a party affiliation, and I 
hope we recognize common ground even if it is first broached by those of a different political 
mind. May "party spirit" never cloud our judgment in matters of true importance to ourselves and 
our children. 

ALICE BROWN 
Lincoln, Nebraska 


While it is undeniable that man-made environmental problems must be addressed, the 
"common ground" stops there. The infinitely more crucial common ground upon which all good 
Americans must meet -- the Constitution -- is completely ignored by Mr. Gore both in his book 
and in his actions as senator and vice president. His "solution" for teal and contrived 


environmental problems -- government intervention -- is, alas, the ultimate problem. -- Ed. 
FRONT PAGE A Danger to Our 
Defense 

Robert W. Lee 


The alarming record of the new head of the House Armed Services Committee 


If the American people were to dwell on the appalling records of some of the men who 
have recently been entrusted with the security of the United States, they probably would not be 
able to sleep at night. There is, of course, Bill Clinton, our commander-in-chief, who not only 
dodged the draft but participated in anti-American demonstrations abroad during the Vietnam 
War. There is Les Aspin, our secretary of defense, who spent 22 years in Congress driving the 
Defense Department crazy with press releases criticizing Pentagon programs as wasteful or 
unnecessary. There is Gerry Studds, chairman of the House Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
Committee (which oversees the Coast Guard), who is an avowed homosexual and who was 
censured by the House for, among other things, seducing a 17-year-old House page. 

And then there is Representative Ron Dellums (D-CA), chairman of the House Armed 
Services Committee, who, were he not a congressman, probably would not be able to obtain a 
military security clearance. Yet, this same man, whose whole career reveals a sympathy for 
communism, heads a powerful congressional committee that oversees all major branches of the 
military. 

Radical Roots 

Ronald Dellums was born in Oakland, California on November 24, 1935. Unable to find 
a job after finishing high school, he enlisted in the Marines in 1954 and spent two years on active 
duty. Following his discharge in 1956, he entered college under the GI bill, graduated with a BA 
degree from San Francisco State College in 1960, then earned a master's degree in social work 
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from the University of California-Berkeley and became a psychiatric social worker in the 
California Department of Mental Hygiene. He worked at sundry other jobs in the fields of social 
work and community organizing prior to his 1967 election to the Berkeley City Council with the 
support of a coalition of students and black militants. 

On February 17, 1968, Dellums delivered the keynote address at a birthday party for 
Black Panther Minister of Defense Huey Newton, who had been convicted of killing a 
policeman. The next year, 348 Panthers were arrested for such serious crimes as murder, armed 
robbery, rape, bank robbery, and burglary. Party leaders openly called for the assassination of 
President Richard Nixon. and the FBI determined the Panthers to be "the most notorious and 
dangerous of current militant groups." But the Panthers' appalling record of violence did not 
cause Dellums to turn his back on them. During his 1970 campaign for Congress Dellums openly 
endorsed the Panthers. 

In spite of his enthusiastic defense of the Panthers, Dellums was elected to Congress in 
1970. In the primary, he upset 12-year veteran Congressman Jeffrey Cohelan, who himself had 
an impeccable left-wing voting record. In the general election Dellums garnered 57 percent of 
the vote and has won reelection easily 11 times since. 

His Part for "Peace" 

From November 28-30, 1970 (after he was elected, but before he was sworn in), the 
World Peace Council (WPC) sponsored a World Conference on Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia 
in Stockholm, Sweden. Dellums addressed the opening session. The World Peace Council, 
spawned by the Soviet Union in 1950, was an important communist front, identified by the CIA, 
the FBI, and the State Department as controlled by Moscow. As Edward O'Mally, head of the 
FBI's Intelligence Division, reminded a congressional committee in 1982, the "World Peace 
Council is, of course, the largest and most active Soviet-front organization with affiliates in 
approximately 135 countries. It is one of the major Soviet instruments for political action and 
propaganda in the peace movement." 

In 1978, Dellums and several of his fellow congressional leftists arranged to have a 
meeting of the WPC's International Bureau held on Capitol Hill. Romesh Chandra, the WPC's 
general secretary and member of the central committee of the Communist Party of India, was the 
main dignitary. Chandra subsequently returned for a meeting in the Rayburn House Office 
Building and a lunch in the House dining room with Dellums at his side. 

In January 1971, only a few days after assuming his House seat, Representative Dellums 
organized a so-called "war crimes" exhibit in an annex of his congressional office. The atrocities, 
allegedly committed by U.S. soldiers, were featured on four large posters embellished with red 
paint to simulate blood. Needless to say, there was no suggestion that communist forces were 
engaging in terror and torture as policy. Dellums demanded Nuremberg-style trials only of U.S. 
officers responsible for supposed "war crimes." A few weeks later he publicly discarded his 
military medals. 

On May 5, 1971, with the United States still engaged in the Vietnam War, he spoke to 
demonstrators on the steps of the Capitol while standing under a Vietcong flag which someone 
had attached to the building's balcony. And as related in the 1972 edition of Current Biography, 
he "began his own investigation of army conditions in the spring of 1971 by dropping in on short 
notice at military posts around the United States and speaking to rank-and-file soldiers, 
encouraging them to oppose the war in Vietnam...." 

In 1973 Dellums was granted a seat on the House Armed Service Committee, placing 
him on a track that would lead to the chairmanship of that committee this year. At first, he was 
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turned down in a secret ballot of the 18-member Democratic Committee on Committees. But 
with help from a few well-placed friends he was eventually seated. 

In 1975, Dellums was also appointed to the House Select Committee on Intelligence. In 
1980, during an address to a Berkeley symposium, he declared, "We should totally dismantle 
every intelligence agency in this country piece by piece, brick by brick, nail by nail." In 1982, 
Dellums voted against the legislation that makes it a felony to publicly expose the identities of 
U.S. covert intelligence officers, agents, informants, and sources. There had been attempts by 
malevolent malcontents to undermine U.S. intelligence operations by publicly revealing 
information intended to enable our enemies to identify intelligence personnel and thus destroy 
their usefulness and endanger their lives. 

Aiding Tyranny 

On April 24, 1975, Dellums voted against an amendment to bar U.S. aid to North 
Vietnam and the Vietcong. Two years later (May 12, 1977), he voted against an amendment that 
sought to bar U.S. aid to, or trade with, communist Vietnam and Cuba. Over the 1977 Memorial 
Day weekend, he visited Cuba at the invitation of Fidel Castro. Upon his return, he reported to 
his constituents that he was greatly impressed by Cuba and called Castro a "brilliant man with a 
visionary look at the world." 

In August 1977 the liberal publication Mother Jones reported that for "the first time in 
more than a century, a dues-paying socialist is also a member of the U.S. Congress. Congress 
member Ron Dellums, a California Democrat, has joined the Democratic Socialist Organizing 
Committee (D.S.O.C.), the organization of socialists in the Democratic Party...." Dellums was 
quoted as saying that the DSOC, for which he would serve as a fund-raiser, "represents a hopeful 
new beginning" in making the Democratic Party "more democratic." 

In early 1979, the Soviet news agency Tass quoted Dellums with delight as stating that 
the Soviet Union does not want war and that all the talk about the so-called "Soviet menace" was 
pure invention. According to the broadcast, Dellums had said that he was convinced that the 
Pentagon was preparing to launch a "first strike" against communist countries. "Criticizing the 
dangerous arms race," Tass continued, "the Congressman said that it was initiated by the United 
States..." 

On February 27, 1980, Dellums voted to give the Marxist Sandinista regime in Nicaragua 
$75 million in U.S. aid. That same month, Farid Handal, brother of the general secretary of the 
Communist Party of El Salvador, visited the United States as a representative of the Marxist 
Farabundo Marti National Liberation Front that was striving to seize power in El Salvador. 
Dellums arranged to have him address the Congressional Black Caucus in a hearing room on 
Capitol Hill. Handel would subsequently credit the Communist Party, USA, in a document 
discovered by Salvadoran troops, with playing an "important role" in arranging his meeting with 
Dellums. 

Grenada Connection 

In 1983, U.S. forces liberated Grenada from the grasp of Marxist-Leninist dictator 
Maurice Bishop's New Jewel Movement after determining that a huge airport then under 
construction could handle the Soviet Union's long-range bombers. Dellums denounced the 
action, claiming that the invasion was "nothing less than a crime against humanity, planned and 
executed by people who deserve to be condemned as war criminals." His staff subsequently read 
the congressman's statement to reporters at Radio Havana in Cuba by international telephone 
hookup. As the 1990 edition of Almanac of American Politics noted in its favorable profile of 
the congressman, his "scathing denunciation of the Grenada invasion suggests that he sees virtue 
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in the income-redistribution policies of Socialist countries and no harm in their military 
connections with the Soviet Union." 

During the invasion, U.S. troops discovered tons of Grenadan documents confirming the 
communist nature of the Bishop regime. Included was correspondence with Dellums' office. In 
1982, Dellums had traveled to Grenada to, he said, get "an overview of the military questions 
and concerns of the United States as well as an objective assessment of factual information 
regarding Grenada and the building of the new international airport." In a report to the chairman 
of the House Armed Services Committee on June 14, 1982, he claimed that the airport project "is 
specifically, now and has always been for the purpose of the economic development of Grenada 
and IS NOT intended for military use as has been stated by United States Administration 
officials." He asserted that the project "does not and will not threaten the United States or her 
allies (within the hemisphere or elsewhere)" and contended that "our government should be 
officially unconcerned with the airport in Grenada." 

A copy of the congressman's report was found among the cache of documents found in 
Grenada, along with minutes of a New Jewel Movement Politburo meeting on December 15, 
1982. At one point, the minutes assert: "Ron Dellums: His assistant -- Barbara Lee is here 
presently and has brought with her a report on the International Airport that was done by Ron 
Dellums. They have requested that we look at the document and suggest any changes we deem 
necessary -- they will be willing to make the changes." In other words, Dellums agreed to let the 
communist government of Grenada edit his report before he submitted it to the committee 
chairman. His account conveniently neglected to include evidence that the Soviets and Cubans 
had backed the airport project financially. 

U.S. forces also retrieved a letter sent to Bishop by Dellums aide Carlottia Scott. In the 
letter, Scott told the Grenadan communist dictator that the congressman "is really hooked on you 
and Grenada and doesn't want anything to happen to building the Revolution and making it 
strong. He really admires you as a person and even more so as a leader with courage and 
foresight, principle and integrity. Believe me, he doesn't make that kind of statement often about 
anyone. The only other person that I know of that he expresses such admiration for is Fidel 
[Castro]." 

Anti-Defense Activist 

It would be difficult to exaggerate the Ron Dellums anti-defense tropism. He has 
consistently sponsored legislation to slash the defense budget to sling-shot and B-B gun level. He 
has opposed the MX missile, the Pershing II and cruise missiles, the B-1 bomber, 
nuclear-powered aircraft carriers. the enhanced radiation ("neutron") warhead, the Trident II 
submarine-launched missile, the Strategic Defense Initiative, etc. He demanded total abolition of 
our ABM (anti-ballistic missile) and MIRV (multiple, independently targetable re-entry vehicle) 
systems as a step towards "peace" with the Soviets. 

Dellums has also introduced legislation to award benefits to veterans of an outfit called 
the Abraham Lincoln Brigade (ALB). During the Spanish Civil War (1936-1939), the 
Communist International (Comintern) moved to drive Spain into the Red orbit. The Soviets 
supplied the communist side and recruited soldiers from other countries, including the United 
States. Approximately 3,000 Americans "enlisted" for service with the Reds in Spain, 60 percent 
of whom (according to Communist Party, USA General Secretary Earl Browder) either were or 
had been active Communist Party members. Most of the Americans served in two battalions 
which suffered severe combat losses and eventually merged into a single unit which was 
designated the Abraham Lincoln Brigade. The communists lost the war and the ALB was 
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formally cited as "communist" by Attorney General Tom Clark in a letter to the federal Loyalty 
Review Board released April 27, 1949. 

The ALB was a communist front intended to bolster the Red side of a conflict with a 
foreign nation, yet Ron Dellums wants its "veterans" to receive the same benefits as authentic 
veterans of our wars. 

Another Dellums proposal would have established a "World Peace Tax Fund" to permit 
taxpayers "conscientiously opposed" to war to channel the defense portion of their federal tax 
payments into a special fund to be used for so-called "peace-related" activities. 

He once introduced a bill to create a new office, Assistant Secretary of Defense for Equal 
Opportunity, to promote "affirmative action" within the Defense Department and the work forces 
of contractors for that department. And the new chairman of the House Armed Services 
Committee also advocated military unionization. The issue had been explored in depth by the 
American Federation of Government Employees, and rejected. A Senate report concluded that 
there "can be no time to question or to seek advice from one's union officers on important 
command decisions, either in peacetime training or in combat." 

A New "Bully Pulpit" 

Despite more than two decades of seniority, Ron Dellums has -- until now -- been one of 
the most ineffective and least influential legislators on Capitol Hill. Throughout his 
congressional career, he has worked to expand the size and oppressive impact of government, 
stifle America's private sector, hamstring our defenses, and disarm the American people as 
individuals. Of his new post, he says, "I have a bully pulpit, and I plan to use it." 

Were he not a congressman, it is unlikely that he could even receive a security clearance 
for defense purposes. Indeed, he would doubtless be deemed a security risk. Yet as chairman of 
the House Armed Services Committee he has access to highly classified materials and wields 
great influence over our nation's defense. 


Congressman Gerry Studds: The "Gay" Lobby's Anti-Family 


Advocate 

A February 9th prayer breakfast sponsored by the Coast Guard, which had been planned 
since last summer, was canceled after the new chairman of the House Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee (which has jurisdiction over the Coast Guard) complained. Some 300 
tickets had been sold, but Chairman Gerry Studds (D-MA) was outraged that Gary L. Bauer, a 
former domestic policy adviser to President Reagan and currently president of the Family 
Research Council, was scheduled to speak. Bauer has been an outspoken opponent of President 
Clinton's attempt to lift the ban on homosexuals in the military. An aide to Representative Studds 
acknowledged that the congressman had called Coast Guard Commandant J. William Kime to 
rail against the prayer breakfast and Bauer's participation, maintaining that the event would be a 
"pulpit for a right-wing ideologue to vent his political agenda." One Coast Guardsman, insisting 
on anonymity, told the Washington Times that Kime had caved in to Studd's demand "because, 
as chairman of the committee, Studds holds our reigns, he controls our purse strings." Bauer had 
planned to talk about maintaining a vital family life amid the pressures of living in Washington. 
That Congressman Studds, who was elected to his 11th term last November, would be disturbed 
by such a theme is understandable. 
Public Pronouncement 

Studds, a onetime New Hampshire prep school teacher, ran for Congress in 1970, lost, 
then won in 1972. He accepted a seat on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee in large 
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part because his district is heavily dependent on commercial fishing. 

In 1983, Studds became the first sitting member of Congress to publicly announce that he 
is a homosexual. His announcement came on the same day (July 14th) that the House Ethics 
Committee recommended that he be reprimanded for making sexual advances to three House 
pages a decade earlier, including a 17-year-old whom he seduced after plying the youth with 
alcohol. 

As summarized by the Boston Globe Magazine for May 6, 1984: 

Two pages to whom Studds made initiatives rejected the advances. The 

third page, who responded to Studds' advance, told the committee that he was 

introduced to Studds at a restaurant in late May or early June of 1973. Sometime 

after that... Studds invited him to a dinner at his Georgetown apartment. 

Studds and the page had dinner, the former page testified, and sat around 

until 4 a.m. talking and drinking vodka and cranberry juice. Then, the page said, 

Studds informed him that Studds was too drunk to drive him home and suggested 

that he spend the night. The page agreed, and Studds began to engage him in sex, 

according to the report. There were a few other meetings that included sex, and a 

trip to Europe (not at public expense) in the summer of 1973. The relationship 

ended after the trip. 

It was subsequently revealed, as reported by Boston Herald columnist Peter Lucas on 
May 18, 1984, that Studds had "begged the House Ethics Committee ... not to release its report 
on his bizarre behavior, and did everything in his power to block the report." 

Aggressively Unrepentant 

The congressman's July 14, 1983 statement showed no sign of contrition. To the contrary, 
he took the offensive, implying that the committee's call for a reprimand was more disgusting 
than his own behavior. He described his lascivious conduct as a mere "serious error in judgment" 
and declared that if he had "chosen ... to insist on a series of full public hearings, I would, I 
believe have been able to demonstrate. beyond a doubt that [his seduction of the page] did not 
meet the committee's own definition of improper sexual conduct." In closing, he proclaimed: "T 
repeat that in my judgment, the mutually voluntary, private relationship between adults, which 
occurred 10 years ago, should not -- by any conceivable standard of fairness, rationality, rule, or 
law -- warrant the attention or action of the House of Representatives of the United States." 

The unrepentant Studds would later tell a reporter that the "statement in my own mind 
had to be so strong, so unequivocally positive in tone as well as in substance, in demeanor as 
well as in text, that there could be no misunderstanding of the integrity and strength of the person 
making the affirmation." 

But his incredible chutzpah did not work with the full House, which on July 20, 1983 
voted to censure Studds, a stronger action than the reprimand the Ethics Committee had 
recommended. The vote was 420 to three. On the day of the censure, the Boston Globe printed 
an interview with the congressman in which he declared "personally this is the best time of my 
life." Someone noted that, had he given alcohol to a minor in Massachusetts, much less sexually 
seduced one, he would have been guilty of contributing to the delinquency of a minor. 
Nevertheless, his constituents reelected him handily in 1983, and he received a strong 
endorsement from the Massachusetts Teachers Association. 

Queried by Congressional Quarterly a few months later, he asserted his belief that "my 
principal responsibility ... might be phrased as serving as a role model worthy of respect for a 
community that has been preciously short on role models, particularly for young people but also 
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for everybody." 
| -- R.W.L. | 


POWs Held Back 

Hanoi lied. In a highly classified military intelligence report recently found in the Soviet 
Communist Party archives, a top North Vietnamese general stated that on September 12, 1972 
Hanoi was holding about three times the number of U.S. POWs that it had admitted to and about 
twice as many as the 591 who were repatriated in Operation Homecoming in early 1973. The 
document is a translated version of a report by General Tran Van Quang, then deputy chief of the 
North Vietnamese General Staff and still a top official in Hanoi. Authenticated by experts, the 
document was said to have been found this January by Stephen Morris, a researcher at the 
Harvard Center for International Affairs. 

The document indicated that the actual numbers of POWs were being kept secret for 
"future negotiations" with the United States. In his report, Quang said: "1,205 American 
prisoners of war located in the prisons of North Vietnam -- this is a big number. Officially, until 
now, we published a list of only 368 prisoners of war, the rest we have not revealed. The 
Government of the U.S.A. knows this well, but it does not know the exact number of prisoners of 
war, and can only make guesses based on its losses. That is why we are keeping the number of 
prisoners of war secret, in accordance with the Politburo's instructions." 

A prominent POW/MIA activist, retired Navy Captain Eugene "Red" McDaniel, himself a 
longtime captive of Hanoi and head of the American Defense Institute, told THE NEW 
AMERICAN that this report constitutes a long-awaited "major break" and predicted that more 
information would be forthcoming before long. "Truth," observed the captain, "will never be 
buried forever." 

Unbalanced Budget 

President Clinton submitted his fiscal 1994 budget of $1.52 trillion, up $47.7 billion, a 
3.3 percent increase from the previous year. Called "courageous" by Leon Panetta, director of the 
Office of Management and Budget, the plan hikes social spending in areas such as public works 
(highways and bridges), Head Start, and retraining, while making both history's greatest 
increases in taxes (especially on energy and higher-income brackets) and biggest cuts in defense. 
With projected receipts for the year of $1.25 trillion, the 1994 deficit is officially estimated to be 
$264 billion. Over five years, spending is projected to rise more than $300 billion, for a 21.4 
percent increase from 1993. During the five-year period -- even with anticipated "deficit 
reductions" which include some 80 percent of the spending cuts in the final two years, an 
unlikely occurrence -- the national debt is slated to grow by $1.45 trillion. By 1996, spending on 
just the interest on the national debt is projected to exceed military expenditures. 

Although there are 1,478 pages in the five-plus pound budget document, it ignores plenty. 
Indeed, the fiscal plan: 

* Exceeds the recently passed budget resolution by more than $66 billion (over five 
years); 

* Exceeds a congressionally mandated spending cap for the next fiscal year by $5.4 
billion and the 1995 cap by $15.4 billion; 

¢ Includes as revenue monies from increased mining and grazing lees that the President 
pulled back in order to get the support of Western senators for the budget resolution; 
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¢ Makes most of the agriculture spending cuts dependent on reduced support payments 
with "normal" weather and crop yields; 

¢ Anticipates lower inflation rates than at present and an optimistic growth rate in the 
economy; 

* Projects increased tax revenues in the next fiscal year of $105 billion, which many 
analysts dispute will occur; and 

* Does not take into account any spending or taxing changes that would eventuate with 
the promised national health-care plan. 

The so-called "emergency" job-stimulus package that stalled in the Senate before spring 
recess -- and which is funded b.v deficit spending -- is not part of the Clinton budget for fiscal 
1994; that package, you see, counts towards 1993 's total. 

Subsidizing Abortion 

President Clinton's budget seeks to add payments for abortion to the health-insurance 
coverage of federal employees and to overturn the Hyde Amendment, which for 16 years 
has prohibited the use of Medicaid money to finance abortion (except if the mother's life is 
threatened). Speaker Thomas Foley (D-WA) predicted a close vote in Congress on lifting 
abortion restrictions, which follow other liberalizations already taken by the Clinton 
Administration, including allowing abortions to be promoted in federally funded clinics and 
permitting the use of fetal-tissue experimentation. 

Bosnian Accord Setback 

The self-proclaimed Bosnian Serb parliament rejected the division of Bosnia into ten 
semiautonomous parts, part of the international peace plan put forth by European Community 
negotiator Lord Owen and UN mediator Cyrus Vance (who announced he is stepping down). 
Bosnian Serb leader Radovan Karadzic later said that although the assembly was widely reported 
to have rejected the entire plan, it was still considering portions of the agreement that had been 
signed by the leaders of Bosnia's Croats and Muslims. The Muslim-led Bosnian government then 
vowed all-out war if the Serbs were not required to sign the peace treaty. Serbs, who made up 31 
percent of the Bosnian population before the fighting and who now control some 70 percent of 
the land, would be allowed to keep 43 percent of Bosnia under the Vance-Owen Plan. 

Despite UN authorization of the use of force to secure the "no-fly zone" over Bosnia, the 
Serbs have called the bluff of the Clinton Administration concerning force. Adding public 
pressure, the New York Times took note in a frontpage story of the apparent shift by the 
Administration to recast the violence in the Balkans as a tragedy with historical roots, ratcheting 
down from an outrage that would be immoral to watch. Diplomatic pressure, including stiffer 
sanctions on the Serbs, is being pushed by Mr. Clinton, while NATO patrol planes are near 
deployment. 

Embarrassingly, Belgrade's Slobodan Milosevic praised the President for not being the 
"world's policeman." 

Forest and Yeltsin Meetings 

In early April, President Clinton held a one-day forest conference in Portland, Oregon, 
then journeyed to Vancouver, British Columbia for a two-day summit meeting with Russian 
President Boris Yeltsin. In the jobs versus owls confrontation in the Pacific Northwest, President 
Clinton, Vice President Gore, and several Cabinet members tried to appease all sides, with the 
President saying he would probably wind up angering both the environmental and forestry 
interests. Mr. Clinton, directing that an interagency group be set up, promised a "balanced and 
comprehensive and long-range" solution within two months. 
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At the Vancouver summit, Mr. Clinton presented Yeltsin with $1.6 billion in U.S. aid. 
The U.S. President argued that the package was intended to "bolster political and economic 
reforms in Russia." He also indicated that Washington had been discussing with its allies a 
package that could amount to $30 billion of assistance to Russia. 

For more information about the forest conference and the Clinton-Yeltsin summit, see 
pages 13 and 16 respectively. 

French Socialists Routed 

French conservative parties completed the most convincing sweep in recent history, in 
two-part voting for the general elections, with the Union for France coalition consisting mainly 
of RPR and UDF -- the (neo-Gaullist) Rally for the Republic and (center-right) Union for French 
Democracy -- winning more than 80 percent of the 577 seats in the National Assembly. The 
ruling Socialists and their allies retained but 70 of their previous 282 seats. Among the Socialist 
losers were former Premier Michel Rocard, the party's front-runner to succeed President Francois 
Mitterrand; Rocard lost for the first time in 14 elections. Foreign minister Roland Dumas also 
lost, as did several other prominent Socialist ministers. Mitterrand, who has two years left in his 
seven-year term, then selected former Finance Minister Edouard Balladur, a neo-Gaullist, as the 
new prime minister for a government of "cohabitation." 

How Mitterrand runs a hostile government will be affected by Jacques Chirac, the former 
prime minister and ally of Balladur who has presidential ambitions and declined to serve as 
premier. This is especially so in matters of defense and foreign policy, over which Chirac 
disagrees with presidential preeminence. Said Chirac: "Cohabitation is not a sharing of power 
with a declining socialism. It is the full exercise of responsibilities of the new majority." 

Durenberger Indicted 

Senator David Durenberger (R-MN) became only the ninth sitting senator to be indicted 
when, after a two-year investigation, he was charged with two counts of falsifying expense 
claims to the Senate of $3,825 during 1987 and 1988. The accusations of a federal grand jury 
claim that Durenberger and two associates conspired to hide the senator's ownership of a 
condominium in Minneapolis, alleging they backdated documents to make it appear that 
Durenberger only rented the condo so that he could be reimbursed by the Senate for lodging, 
with per diem charges of $85 per night for 45 nights (claims back to 1983 were not included in 
the indictment). Durenberger, who denies the accusations and indicates that he will not resign his 
seat, faces a maximum sentence of 10 years in prison and a $500,000 fine. 

Politics and Corruption 

Italy's burgeoning corruption probe, which has lasted more than a year and seen more 
than 2,500 political and business leaders either arrested or placed under investigation, has 
touched two more former prime ministers, including the elder statesman of Italian politics, 
Giulio Andreotti. Six of Prime Minister Giuliano Amato's cabinet members have resigned after 
being implicated in "Operation Clean Hands." Former Socialist Party leader Bettino Craxi had 
been earlier implicated, and magistrates subsequently warned onetime Christian Democrat Prime 
Minister Arnaldo Forlani that he is also being investigated. More shocking was the revelation 
that Andreotti, seven times prime minister and 33 times a cabinet minister, is not only being 
investigated for arranging political payoffs, but also for being a possible link to Mafia activity. 

Cockpits and Henpits 

Apparently still reacting to the 1991 Tailhook Association sexual abuse scandal, top 
Navy brass are angling for favorable liberal publicity by putting women in all its front-line 
combat assignments. The chief of naval operations, Admiral Frank Kelso, is even promoting the 
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idea, in the long-term, of women in fighter planes, with the admiral pushing the scheme with 
Defense Secretary Les Aspin. After Air Force officials, in some contrast to the Navy, announced 
that female pilots would not take part in all phases of advanced flight training since they are 
currently barred from combat, Aspin jumped into the fray to indicate that within the next several 
months he would establish some common policy on the issue. Indicating that he did not want to 
make changes piecemeal, the defense secretary said, "Consistency -- that's got to happen." 
Concerning timing, Aspin remarked: "We're already thinking of things that would happen before 
October 1." According to a senior Pentagon official, Aspin is leaning toward putting women in 
the cockpits of fighter planes and broadening other combat assignments. 

Less than two percent (about 300) of active-duty Air Force pilots, for instance, are 
women. Cutbacks are being felt throughout the services. But Representative Patricia Schroeder 
(D-CO), the Armed Services Committee warriorette, recently wrote Aspin with feminist marching 
orders: "I urge you to aggressively monitor the draw-down to insure that it doesn't disparately 
affect women." 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


NATION Mr. Clinton's 
Forest Summit 

The cause of sylvan socialism was given a tremendous boost by President Clinton's 
"Forest Summit" in Portland, Oregon on April 2nd. In the company of Vice President Gore, 
several Cabinet members, and the governors of California, Oregon, and Washington, Mr. Clinton 
conducted a nine-hour meeting in which 400 invited representatives of environmentalist lobbies 
and timber-related industries rehearsed their views concerning what has become known as the 
"spotted owl" debate. 

Over the past five years, the logging industry in the Pacific Northwest has suffered 
enormously as a result of government restrictions on timber harvest. Those restrictions have been 
justified in the name of preserving the habitat of various species that live in "old growth" forests 
-- most famously the northern spotted owl. The resulting economic dislocation has pitted 
environmentalists against northwest residents whose livelihoods depend upon a healthy timber 
industry. Over 13,000 timber-related jobs have vanished in the Pacific Northwest since 1990; 
tens of thousands more are threatened. 

"Caring" Rhetoric 

In a news conference prior to the Forest Summit, White House spokeswoman Dee Dee 
Meyers conceded that the meeting would produce no definite commitments or specific policy 
proposals. Mr. Clinton simply deployed his "healing" presence in an effort to convince the 
embattled factions that he "cares" about the problem and can preside over a reconciliation. 

The President promised to bring "uniformity" to government polices regarding timber 
harvesting and species protection. The timber industry has found itself entwined in numerous, 
often contradictory regulations. State and local governments have frequently been at odds over 
the issue, and at least three major federal agencies have issued differing sets of restrictions. 
Additionally, environmental coalitions are quick to file nuisance law suits in the name of 
supposedly threatened species, and everyone from major timber companies to small private 
timber farmers knows that at any time a long-established logging practice can be redefined as 
illegal. 

Repeating one of his favorite themes, Mr. Clinton promised to "end the gridlock" that has 
characterized the conflict. He told summit attendees that he had been "moved" by the personal 
accounts and that he would "never forget the stories" that had been told by those whose lives 
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have been disrupted by the logging restrictions. However, he let it be known that not even he 
could alter the "laws of change" and that more sacrifice would be necessary in order to achieve a 
"compromise." 

Mr. Clinton ended the conference with the announcement that the task of forging a forest 
compromise will be turned over to his Cabinet, which will have 60 days to devise a suitable plan. 
But irrespective of the specific "compromise" that is offered, those who depend on logging for 
their livelihoods will inevitably be called on to make further sacrifices in order to satisfy the 
desires of the green lobby. Mr. Clinton tried to defuse loggers’ expectations by telling them that 
he could not alter the "laws of change"; those laws may well dictate the virtual elimination of the 
Northwest timber industry. 

Manufactured Crisis 

The spotted owl controversy is rooted in political opportunism and nourished by 
intellectual dishonesty. In an environmental conference held in Eugene, Oregon in 1988, Andy 
Stahl, a resource analyst for the Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund, told fellow environmentalists, 
"The northern spotted owl is the wildlife species of choice to act as a surrogate for old growth 
protection, and I've often thought that thank goodness the spotted owl evolved in the northwest, 
or we would have had to genetically engineer it." The hapless owl was conscripted in an 
eco-crusade to "save the forests" from human development. That crusade began in 1987 when an 
environmentalist coalition, led by the Audubon Society and the Sierra Club, filed lawsuits on 
behalf of the spotted owl. 

In 1990 a panel of scientists led by Jack Ward Thomas of the U.S. Forest Service 
informed Congress that dramatic restrictions on logging would be necessary in order to "save the 
spotted owl." Thomas' committee suggested restrictions that would reduce timber harvests to 
roughly one-half the 1980s' average. In June 1990 the Fish and Wildlife Service officially 
declared the spotted owl a threatened species. 

The environmental lobby that had coopted the owl found a valuable ally in William 
Dwyer, a U.S. district court judge in Seattle. In 1991 Dwyer issued an injunction that banned 
logging in millions of acres of national forests in the Northwest. A ruling issued by Dwyer on 
July 30, 1992 blocked all national forest timber sales in owl habitat. By 1992, timber production 
in Washington, Oregon, and Northern California fell to approximately one-fifth that of the 1980s' 
average. 

As it happens, the spotted owl is doing fine, even without the help of such "protective" 
measures. The November 14, 1990 Seattle Times reported that spotted owls were thriving in the 
Boise Cascade Teanaway Tree Farm in Kittias County. Almost all of the old-growth forest in the 
Teanaway has long since been logged off. Yet, "The owls are there, in greater numbers than in 
some of Western Washington's old-growth forests, and they're reproducing at an impressive rate. 
The discovery is leading scientists to rethink their theories about what constitutes 'suitable 
habitat' for the owls." 

In 1991, Dr. Jim Sweeney, a wildlife biologist for the American Forest Resource 
Alliance, said, "Researchers are now finding spotted owl populations virtually every time they go 
out into the field. It's confirming what we've known for some time, that the spotted owl thrives in 
a wide variety of forest tracts, not just old growth." 

Of course, as the Sierra Club's Andy Stahl candidly admitted, the apocalyptic rhetoric 
about the spotted owl was utterly contrived and perfectly disposable once it had served its 
purpose. Newsday columnist Robert Reno made a similar admission in his March 25th column: 

The first thing the summit's organizers would be advised to do is to declare at the opening 
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of the summit that mention of the spotted owl will be prohibited. Oh, these birds 

may have been useful to us ecology hyenas back when we needed everything -- 

fair or foul -- that we could throw at the Reagan and Bush administrations to keep 

them from clear-cutting the Western landscape bald. But the truth is that we have 

better reasons than owls for preserving the nation's few remaining old growth 

forests. One reason for saving these virgin forests is that they are there, with or 

without owls. 

... If the last spotted owl croaked tomorrow, there would still be a 

compelling reason for a fundamental reordering of the federal government's 

trusteeship of the public lands, and this is driven by politics -- not the narrow 

politics of the timber states and producer interests -- but the politics of public 

opinion in this nation. 

Renewable Resource 

Of course, the "politics of public opinion" are often little more than the politics of mass 
manipulation. Much of that portion of the public not directly involved in the timber industry has 
proven receptive to the notion that the northwest timber industry is thoughtless and rapacious. 
There is little public understanding of the fact that timber is a renewable resource and that the 
timber industry's longevity is a product of a responsible stewardship over that resource. 

The late Warren Brookes pointed out, "In 1952, there were 664 million acres of U.S. 
forest land, containing 610 billion cubic feet of growing stock. By 1987, there were 728 million 
acres of forest land with 756 billion cubic feet of growing stock, a 24 percent increase." This 
growth has occurred not in the federally managed West, but in Northern and Southern forests, 
most of which (80 to 90 percent) are privately owned and managed. Privatization, not the 
socialist approach plaguing the northwest, is the key to forest preservation. 

Ironically, socialist Sweden has a more rational approach to forestry: 75 percent of 
Swedish forests are privately managed. Jan Remrod, director of the Swedish Association of 
Forest Industries, notes, "At heart, the forester is a cultivator. Forestry workers are creative 
people, and after a harvest, they want to see something new grow again." Ecodilettantes 
rhapsodize about the virtues of old-growth forests while plotting new ways to frustrate 
productive citizens; foresters, on the other hand, cultivate and replenish their resource as an 
intergenerational stewardship. 

The Plight of the People 

Donald Walker Jr., an Oregon logger for 30 years, described his plight in a column 
published in the May 15, 1992 Wall Street Journal. Walker lost his logging job in 1989, being 
reduced to part-time employment as a caretaker on some private timber land. He also continued 
to work his own tree farm, which has been in his family for over 60 years. 

In November 1991, Walker received a letter from a group called the Forest Conservation 
Council advising him that if any more timber was cut on the Walker family timber farm, a 
lawsuit would be filed for violations of the Endangered Species Act. The letter claimed that the 
timber farm was a spotted owl habitat, although Walker could not recall ever seeing an owl on 
his property and was certain that nobody from the Forest Conservation Council had ever visited 
his property. 

About 200 Oregon tree farmers received letters identical to the one sent to Walker. They 
are victims of the ongoing land grab in which state and federal authorities, abetted by 
eco-lobbies, seize ever-growing allotments of land and ruthlessly regulate what paltry private 
land remains. 
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Lamented Walker, "Where does it all end? Do people count anymore? Do private 
property rights still have meaning in America? Who will compensate us for our loss? The 
public? The Forest Conservation Council? So far, I haven't heard from anyone except the 
property tax collector." 

President Clinton's Forest Summit was an attempt to salve the feelings of the thousands 
of logging families whose stones are just like Walker's. Our "caring" President can empathize on 
cue, but he has shown little inclination to restrain the green lobby's ambitions. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 


Behind the Spotted Owl Scam, Lives Are Being Destroyed 


My husband, Dick, and I are unemployed log trackers from Forks, Washington. My uncle 
was killed in the woods. My father was disabled in the woods. My father-in-law was a yarder 
engineer for almost 40 years. Dick has worked in the woods since he was 18 years old. Logging 
is our heritage. It is what we are. 

From the time I was a young girl, I wanted to drive log truck. I found the sound of a 
logging truck, with all its power and immensity, to be an undeniable magnet. I dreamed about 
sitting behind the wheel of my own mack someday. 

That dream culminated in 1979, when Dick and I took delivery of a brand new 
International log truck. We refinanced our farm to satisfy the required $11,000 down payment 
for the $75,000 log truck. We put our hearts and souls into our small, single-unit trucking firm. 
And that firm reflected the ideals we were raised by: hard work, honesty, and pride. 

We lost our farm during the 1980-81 recession but were able to save our investment in 
the truck by refinancing. Taking seriously our responsibility to pull our own weight and pay our 
bills, we tightened our belts and lived for years in travel trailers, following the jobs around. 

In 1986, hauling brought us to Forks, Washington. For the first time in our lives, we felt 
like we belonged somewhere. It was as if we were meant to be in this place, at this time. Forks is 
a small rural community of about 3,000, nestled on the coastal plains at the foot of the Olympic 
Mountains. Isolated and remote, it has few of the advantages found in metropolitan areas, and 
quite frankly, doesn't want them. As far back as 1890, timber formed the economic base of this 
remote community. 

By 1989, we had decided to spend the rest of our lives in the Forks area. We saw our way 
clear to buy a little rundown, four-acre farm nine miles north of Forks. 

We poured every spare minute and every spare dime into renovation, fencing, painting, 
paneling, clearing, and carpeting. Our years of hard work were enabling us to realize our dreams; 
we were finally able to stay in one place long enough to build a shop. It was, by far, the happiest 
we have ever been in our lives. 

We knew about the spotted owl controversy, but we also knew and understood the 
economic importance of timber to the Pacific Northwest. Surely, these people who called 
themselves environmentalists did not have the power to shut down the second largest industry in 
the state of Washington. 

As we watched the news and read the papers, the fear and anxiety began to build. Our 
people staged rallies and protests to try and bring media attention to our plight, but at that time, 
nobody wanted to hear our story. 

Now our once vibrant and self-reliant community is being shut down due to the harvest 
cutbacks and court injunctions to protect the northern spotted owl. Forks has lost 58 log trucks. 
Equipment worth hundreds of thousands of dollars sits idle and rusting. This loss represents over 
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$4 million annually to our local economy. On nearly every block, on nearly every street, "For 
Sale" signs have been placed in the yards of homes once occupied by timber workers. 

Naively we waited for the government to halt this insane plot by preservationists to lock 
up America's national forests. We trusted in federal agencies' promises of sustainable harvest 
levels. 

From the moment the spotted owl was listed as threatened in June 1990, the modest 
income that Dick and I earned from hauling logs began to plummet. In 1989, the year before the 
spotted owl was listed as threatened, our gross hauling revenue totaled $73,686, a little under 
average due to mechanical breakdowns and time loss. Of this amount, $62,126 was consumed by 
fuel, tires, maintenance and repair, insurance, state and federal taxes, and license fees. You don't 
get rich hauling logs. But when the spotted owl was listed as threatened in June 1990, logging 
jobs became hard to come by, and my husband and I lost several jobs as a result of the discovery 
of the owls in or around the proposed timber sales. By 1991 our truck sat idle most of the year 
and our gross receipts were a dismal $33,556. 

It has now been 17 months, since our small trucking firm has ceased operation. We have 
had our electricity turned off once for nonpayment. We have $4,000 in delinquent fuel bills; 
$2,000 in a delinquent tire bill; $1,000 in delinquent repair bills. Our credit is destroyed. The 
home that Dick and I live in had been scheduled to be auctioned off last October 16th. But the 
people of our community raised the money to satisfy the delinquent payments and allow us to 
remain in our home. 

Every decision, every sacrifice, every hardship we have made in the past 20 years has 
been in pursuit of independence. A truck that used to generate $75,000 a year to our community 
sits rusting in the shop, while -- for the first time in our lives -- we have been forced to seek 
public assistance to keep heat in our home and food on our table. 

The American public must understand that behind all of the seemingly lifeless statistics, 
behind the research, behind the computer models and speculative theories, are real people whose 
lives are being destroyed. Families are being torn apart at the seams, communities are being 
devastated, and a rich cultural heritage is being lost. A proud, self-reliant people -- who 
symbolize the goodness of America -- are being forced to accept public assistance. 

If the American Dream is allowed to die, it will be of little significance whether there is 
one acre or ten million acres of old growth forests. Trees are a renewable resource. In time, the 
trees we plant today will take on the same characteristics that form the basis of this controversy, 
and owls will inhabit them. On the other hand, what is being lost in our rural communities is 
irreplaceable. 


-- BARBARA MOSSMAN 


When U.S. President Bill Clinton and Russian President Boris Yeltsin met in Vancouver 
in early April, the first order of business was to sign away 1.6 billion tax dollars taken from 
Americans -- who have been threatened with the biggest tax increase in U.S. history. 

The package is just a down payment, U.S. officials acknowledge. The Administration has 
asked the International Monetary Fund (IMF), to which the U.S. contributes about a fifth of the 
funding, to increase aid to Russia. Just before the Vancouver summit, the Paris Club (consisting 
of 15 nations) agreed to restructure Russia's repayments on previous debt of $80 billion, reducing 
the amount to be repaid this year by $15 billion. The Group of Seven industrial nations, meeting 
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in Toyko April 13th-14th, has also been developing a multi-billion-dollar plan. 
"A Wise Investment" 

Mr. Clinton, using the same double-speak as he has employed in explaining away 
domestic tax-and-spending programs, contends that the U.S. is acting "not out of charity, but 
because it is a wise investment [in] our own future." American businessmen, however, acting 
without coercion, have invested less than half a billion dollars in Russia, by one estimate. Basket 
cases are high-risk propositions, and Russia remains deeply in the red in many ways. Indeed, 
with many Russians seeking stable and convertible currency, a reported $10 billion left the 
country last year, faster even than George Bush and the West could shovel in funding. 

Americans aren't keen on having the family silver shipped overseas, even to buy what 
Mr. Clinton calls a new "partner in global problem-solving." Such foreign aid is more than most 
realize. A decade ago, Senator Jesse Helms (R-NC) asked the Library of Congress to calculate 
all foreign assistance, including interest on the money borrowed to finance that aid, that had been 
spent since 1946. The research revealed that by 1982 the American taxpayers had been stuck 
with a net cost in foreign aid of more than $2 trillion. 

Mr. Clinton, all his rhetoric about deficits notwithstanding, has not moved to cut foreign 
aid one iota. To the contrary, he told midshipmen at Annapolis: "Our ability to put people first at 
home requires that we put Russia and its neighbors first on our agenda abroad." Fortunately for 
Mr. Clinton, virtually all the funds for the Vancouver giveaway come from monies previously 
appropriated by Congress but unspent. To get more out of the Congress, with another recorded 
vote, the President will have to raise the scare factor, even resurrecting the specter of nuclear 
war. This he has already started, despite the fact that the U.S. survived the harshest, most 
despotic days of the Soviet Union and that a Stockholm military intelligence report finds that the 
Russian military is in such disarray that it could not even invade Sweden. 

Russian Reforms 

Despite this most recent generous "gilt" from the U.S., many Russian officials have 
expressed resentment that the West did not release all the $24 billion promised last year. 
Estimates vary, but between half and two-thirds was sent, with the remainder withheld because 
of the lack of real reforms. Throwing good money after bad was becoming a bit much in an 
international recession. Things, however, were out of kilter when, as one of Yeltsin's top 
economic advisers recounted a while back, a ton of oil cost as much as nine pounds of meat. 

Russia's central bank, which is controlled by the parliament, has been fueling 
hyperinflation (running by various estimates at between 25 and 50 percent per month). The 
skyrocketing inflation is why Swiss banks, or any outside Russia, look good to those who have 
funds; keeping money at home in Russian banks is a loser, even when they are offering interest 
rates of 100 percent. Russia's inflation for 1992 was estimated at 2,600 percent. State subsidies 
and credit extensions continue recklessly. Throughout 1992, as The Economist reported, the 
central bank increased lending from 194 billion rubles ($1.1 billion) at the beginning of the year 
to 6.3 trillion rubles by year's end. 

The man currently in charge of economic reform, Deputy Prime Minister Boris Fedorov, 
has admitted that he does not know of a single director of a state-run enterprise who was fired in 
what has been billed as "radical" reform that started at the beginning of 1992. President Yeltsin 
did little to rid the country of the party bureaucrats who have long been running the show. 
Indeed, the state organizations that were "privatized" often fell into the hands of party hacks who 
knew the ropes. 

While there are always plans for the future, such as the alleged privatizing of half of the 
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giant state enterprises this year, it has not happened yet. There is no clear right to land 
ownership, and a late 1992 Central Intelligence Agency report disclosed that more than 90 
percent of the farm land is owned by the state, as well as 90 percent of commercial and 
investment properties. The growing private sector constitutes (says the CIA) but 20 percent of 
the gross national product (GNP), while employing "more than 15 percent of the Russian work 
force." 

A Heritage Foundation Backgrounder dated March 9th noted that the government last 
year actually increased subsidies and loans to state enterprises, driving the budget deficit from 
1.5 percent of GNP in the first quarter to 11 percent of GNP by the second quarter, then to 15 
percent of GNP after that. Since Russian officials continue to spend wildly, the West is 
apparently going to do the same: It will change the requirements for loans for recipients who are 
in default. In the staid words of the Financial Times, the leaders of G-7 nations "now appear 
determined to take the disbursement of aid into their own hands. It should mean that, rather than 
aid being held out as a reward for good behaviour, it would be given in order to promote good 
behaviour. Rather than demand a budget deficit of 5 per cent of gross national product, for 
example, as the IMF has done over the past year, funds would be provided to support the budget 
which would make such a target realistic." 

Price controls on energy have helped drive down energy production 30 percent since 
1987. Nevertheless, the West and the U.S. in particular seem determined to subsidize Russian oil 
and gas sales. Price controls are still being used, on and off, for political reasons. Indeed, it was 
Prime Minister Viktor Chernomyrdin, a communist-era industrialist, who took over this year 
with a widely criticized edict extending price-controls over basic goods. Fedorov called the move 
a "bureaucratic slip-up," meaning it was too blatant, and much of that particular order was 
rescinded. That does not mean that the economy is close to being free. 

Yeltsin's Heavy Hand 

After seven decades of communist rule, any "radical" change would undoubtedly cause 
relocation of vast numbers of state employees. Unemployment in Russia, however, is but 
600,000. Oxford University's James Sherr compares this figure to the three million unemployed 
in much-smaller Britain. 

"Reform" continues to be diluted. Yeltsin, meanwhile, as the Wall Street Journal 
reported on March 29th, is issuing a series of decrees "more populist than prudent .... The 
decrees include doubling the minimum wage, ordering savings banks to compensate for losses in 
the value of depositors' accounts because of inflation, and allowing regional governments to 
stabilize prices on basic goods." Attempting to curry their favor, Yeltsin and his ministers have 
been meeting with regional authorities, and have promised they could keep a greater share of the 
tax revenues (going from 30 percent to 50 percent, with 80 percent promised in the future). 

The Russian President has asked the United Nations for the authority to be the "guarantor 
of peace and stability in regions of the former USSR." Moreover, the Clinton Administration 
seems to approve of this so-called "Russian Monroe Doctrine." One Administration official was 
quoted by columnist Leslie Gelb (CFR) as saying: "And why shouldn't they have the same right 
to act under a general U.N. mandate the way we did in Iraq?" 

Speaking of the Monroe Doctrine, there continue to be reports of Russian weapons in 
Cuba, although Yeltsin did say at Vancouver that he was "finalizing a schedule" for withdrawing 
Russian troops from the Red dictatorship in our hemisphere. (Moscow and Havana still exchange 
subsidized oil and sugar.) The Clinton Administration is also knuckling under to Russia in terms 
of demanding "human rights" for Russians in such places as the Baltics (occupied by Russian 
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troops since World War II). First a Russian military leader and then Boris Yeltsin put Mr. 
Clinton on notice that Moscow was suspending evacuation of Russian troops from Latvia and 
Estonia. (Mr. Clinton wants the U.S. taxpayers to build housing for officers in Russia, so the 
troops who raped the Baltics will have a comfortable place to return to.) 

The other nations of the former Soviet Union (there are 150 million inhabitants of these 
lands) might wonder about giving Russia a sphere of influence; some might have believed they 
were out from under Moscow's thumb. Ukraine, for example, is not going to watch idly; Kiev 
has nuclear weapons, which are being used as bargaining chips. All "former" communist 
satrapies would like a piece of U.S. change in their pockets, too. 

Boris Yeltsin, moreover, has begun what he calls a "new stage" in positive relations with 
Communist China, promising to sell Beijing the most sophisticated weapons, building 
nuclear reactors in China, and (in December 1992) expressing amazement at supposedly how 
prosperous and unregimented communist rule is in Red China. "With China now," said Russia's 
ambassador in Beijing, "we have absolutely no serious problems." 

Conflict with Parliament 

Boris Yeltsin undoubtedly has problems with the Congress of People's Deputies, which 
includes many "former" hard-line Communists and which narrowly missed ousting Yeltsin 
from office shortly before the Vancouver summit. The parliament has even kept its "Workers of 
the World Unite" slogan on its crest. Yeltsin, after all, used to be a Gorbachev man, saying 
during a 1989 visit to the U.S. that he supported the former dictator "in principle," and also 
avowing that "Communism should be understood as an idea, as a dream." Yeltsin told Russia as 
recently as October 1992: "We are not leading Russia to any kind of capitalism. Russia is simply 
not suited for this. Russia is a unique country. It will not be socialist or capitalist." 

The Russian minister of security, Viktor Barannikov, told the Russian Congress that 
reducing nuclear weapons was an attempt to gain control of Russia by the West, which wanted to 
"transform Russia into a raw materials appendage of the developed countries," and that he would 
take personal countermeasures to resist. Hard-liners have rued lost sales to Iraq, Libya, and 
Serbia. But the point is, and even the New York Times has said it, "so much depends on what 
direction Russia chooses," including (as the Times put it in a news report on April 4th), "the very 
stability of any new world order." 

Then there is Rulan Khasbulatov, whom Yeltsin backed for speaker of the parliament, 
and who was an ally of Yeltsin during the suspicious "coup" attempt in 1991. Khasbulatov, who 
maintains his own short leash on the Congress of People's Deputies, has rebuked a growing 
Yeltsin "presidential dictatorship." 

The so-called constitution, to which the parliament refers in its squabbles with Yeltsin, is 
a Brezhnev-era document that means about as much as any piece of paper does to a communist. 
The Economist has pointed out that, since 1990, it has been amended, on average, about once a 
day. The Congress itself has a shifting membership, and at least 17 factions: Perhaps half switch 
loyalties depending on the issues. 

Yet a "partnership" with such a Russia is the avowed goal of the President of the United 
States. Boris Yeltsin, who ironically referred to Bill Clinton as a "socialist" after last year's 
Bush-Y eltsin summit, will not last forever. George Bush did not. But somehow the goal of a new 
world order remains despite each switch of leaders. 

Foreign aid, which will hurt the U.S., will not help Russians. Look at the mere 16 million 
East Germans whose integration into West Germany is costing $100 billion annually and is 
expected to last a decade. South Korea has estimated it would take almost a trillion dollars to 
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bring its communist neighbor into the modern world. And Bill Clinton is going to save Russian 
"democracy" with (relatively) nickels and dimes of foreign aid? Of course not. 

The reemergence today of two supposedly rival governments in Russia, a la Kerensky 
and the Congress of Soviets, has been alluded to by some, including Harvard's historian Richard 
Pipes. It is not without merit. Take it a step further: Just as the West saved the day for the 
Bolsheviks before, it may do so again, using different terminology. The Gorbachev regime was 
propped up with some $70 billion, long after any pretense of "democracy" was gone; only 
belatedly did it acquire a reputation as the "bad guys." Yeltsin, who took six decades to renounce 
communism, is now saying that if he does not last, the communists will make a comeback. After 
a fashion, with the State Department being a creature of the new world order, it seems to make 
little difference whether the Yeltsinites or the "hard-liners" win. Either way, one feels certain, 
more aid will be called for to save "democracy" -- anything to prevent returning to the Cold War. 

-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


DID YOU KNOW? 


¢ Dumping on the Consumer. The United States government regularly enforces 
"anti-dumping" laws to punish foreign firms for charging "too little" for their imports to the U.S., 
a policy that often prices American-made goods out of the U.S. market. But now the Commerce 
Department has taken this policy one step further by ruling that an American-owned company, 
Smith Corona, may be punished for "dumping" low-priced typewriters in the U.S. market, 
making it difficult for a Japanese-owned company, Brothers USA, to compete. 

According to an Associated Press dispatch, the Japanese-owned company argued that the 
typewriters it sells in this country are assembled in the United States, while Smith Corona 
assembles most of its typewriters abroad. Smith Corona officials counter-charged that Brothers 
USA imports most of the parts for its typewriters, that Brothers USA is not an American 
company, and that this firm should therefore not be entitled to protection under U.S. laws. Smith 
Corona is appealing the ruling, and a final decision is expected in May. 

¢ PR Problem. As the veil that has hidden the true nature of Nicaragua's neo-communist 
regime gradually comes off, the government of Violetta Chamorro has had to lobby harder to 
keep the foreign aid gravy train coming from the United States. 

But Chamorro's neo-communists may have made a mistake in hiring lobbyist Paul 
Reichler to campaign for additional foreign aid from Congress. Reichler was retained by the 
Sandinista communists as a lobbyist in the 1980s, according to the March 27th Washington 
Times, and represented the Sandinista communists against the United States at the World Court 
in 1985. "He doesn't have the ability to persuade anyone in Congress who is wavering on the 
issue," remarked Mark Salter, an aide to Arizona Senator John McCain (R). 

¢ Hillary's Flunkies. Now America knows why Hillary Clinton has kept the list of advisers to 
her task force on health care a secret. According to a March 27th analysis by the Washington 
Times, 321 of the 511 members of her advisory committee (62 percent) are full-time government 
employees. The day before, the Clinton White House had released a list of the members of 
Hillary's task force in an effort to head off a lawsuit by congressional Republicans. 

Hillary is appealing a March 10th lower court decision that her commission meet in 
public, as required by the "Sunset laws." Republican congressmen are livid at Mrs. Clinton's 
continued attempts to meet in secrecy. "It's about time the Clintons understand that they're not 
above the law. And that means no secret meetings, no hiding the real cost of the task force and 
no use of over 200 federal and congressional employees for White House work," protested 
Representative Gerald Solomon (R-NY). 
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¢ Noxious Environmentalism. Sponsors of the 1990 Clean Air Act argued that their 
legislation would create cleaner air and a healthier environment. But the Los Angeles Times 
reports that an EPA regulation, issued to comply with the 1990 Clean Air Act, may be causing 
headaches and nausea on the part of gasoline users. "I have seen customers gagging and turning 
away" from the gasoline pumps, a California motorist told the Times. 

The Clean Air Act requires that an oxygenator be added to gasoline during winter months 
to reduce the production of carbon monoxide. The EPA and the U.S. Centers for Disease Control 
have received complaints from all over the nation charging that one of the chemicals making up 
the oxygenator, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), is causing health problems. Both the EPA 
and the chemical's producer, Arco Chemical Company, stress that there is no hard evidence that 
MTBE causes headaches and nausea, but both the CDC and the EPA have begun studies on the 
matter. 

¢ The STD Plague. AIDS represents only a small part of the sexually transmitted disease 
epidemic that is sweeping America, according to a recent study published by the leftist Alan 
Guttmacher Institute. The study found that 56 million Americans -- one in five -- are currently 
infected with a sexually transmitted disease, and that most of these have vital infections which 
cannot be cured. The study also noted that two-thirds of the estimated 12 million new cases of 
infections each year are among young people under 25 years of age. 

¢ Can Increased CQO Save the Whales? American scientists have long known that increased 
levels of carbon dioxide in the atmosphere increase plant growth on land. Now, according to the 
January 21st issue of Nature magazine, German scientists at the Alfred Wegener Institute for 
Polar and Marine Research are demonstrating that increased levels of atmospheric CO2 may also 
spur the growth rate of plankton, the tiny ocean plants and animals which are a staple food in the 
diet of some whale species. 

¢ Price of Purity. In August 1989, Cynthia Tarail and Mark Lattanzi approached Ronald and 
Paul Desilet of Turners Falls, Massachusetts seeking to rent one of the Desilet's apartments. The 
Desilet brothers, devout Catholics who believe that sexual relations should be reserved for 
marriage only, refused to rent to the unmarried couple on religious and moral grounds. The 
cohabitating couple subsequently filed a complaint with the Massachusetts attorney general's 
office, and the state took the Desilets to court in September of that year charging they had 
violated a state "civil rights" law prohibiting discrimination based upon marital status. 

With assistance from the legal arm of the American Family Association, the Desilets won 
dismissal of the case from a Massachusetts Superior Court on December 21, 1992. But the state 
attorney general's office is currently appealing the ruling. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 


THE RIGHT ANSWERS 


Q. What can Bob Dole be thinking with all the praise he has been giving Hillary Clinton? 
-- R.T. Columbus, NE 


A. The only motive we can imagine concerning Senator Dole's indulgent reaction to the first 
lady is that he has belatedly run across the maxim stipulating that one should love his enemy -- 
because it will drive him nuts. Unfortunately, it is also driving batty those who see Hillary as 
power hungry and who wish that the nominal head of the GOP in the Senate would not be so 
obliging to left-wingers in the other party. 

Indeed, Dole went out of his way on the Larry King Live program to praise Hillary 
Clinton's efforts to socialize medicine. "I'm impressed with her," contended Dole, who went on 
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to say that he would support a "one-time exception" from the so-called Kennedy law against 
nepotism (implemented after JFK named RFK as attorney general), and that he would back 
President Clinton in making his wife an official member of the Cabinet. 


Q. The unions for federal workers are complaining that the new "austere" budget is unduly 
punishing them. Have there been any years of late that federal workers did not get a pay raise? 
-- B.E., Greenwood, SC 


A. Here is a survey of the last two decades, which shows raises in each year but 1983 and 
1986: In 1972, federal workers were given a 5.5 percent raise in January and a 4.77 percent raise 
in October; in 1974, the raise was 5.48 percent; 1975, 5 percent; 1976, 5.17 percent; 1977, 7.05 
percent; 1978, 5.4 percent; 1979, 7.02 percent; 1980, 9.1 percent; 1981, 4.8 percent; 1982, 4 
percent; 1984, 4 percent; 1985, 3.5 percent; 1987, 3 percent; 1988, 2 percent; 1989, 4.1 percent; 
1990, 3.6 percent; 1991, 4.1 percent; 1992, 4.2 percent; and 1993, 3.7 percent. 

Q. What happened with the Paul Tsongas campaign scandal? 

-- F.R.T., Salisbury, NC 


A. Former presidential candidate Paul Tsongas, the onetime Massachusetts senator, was not 
implicated in fraud charges. It was Tsongas' chief fundraiser, Nicolas Rizzo Jr., who was 
indicted by a federal grand jury in Boston with defrauding the Tsongas campaign of more than 
$1 million in what prosecutors called the largest campaign fraud in U.S. history. 

Rizzo, a longtime friend of the senator who has also raised funds for prominent 
Democrats Jimmy Carter, Walter Mondale, and Richard Gephardt, and who has served as 
assistant treasurer of the Democratic National Committee, was charged with stealing $155,000 in 
campaign funds (which apparently meant that the candidate lacked a like amount of matching 
federal funds); fraudulently obtaining $794,000 in loans from supporters; and submitting illegal 
expense accounts and fraudulent bills of more than $77,000. He was also accused of obtaining 
$2.8 million in loans for himself then partially repaying the loans with campaign donations. 
Rizzo pleaded not guilty. When the Tsongas campaign ended, the candidate reported a debt of 
half a million dollars. 

Q. Is the White House's new science adviser a backer of an extremist "animal rights" outfit? 

-- A.C., Hastings, NE 


A. The recently confirmed White House science adviser, John Gibbons, has been 
down-playing his connection to People for the Ethical Treatment of Animals (PETA). Gibbons 
admits that his wife was once a member of PETA, but says that she has since let her membership 
lapse. PETA has been a press intermediary for the group called the Animal Liberation Front, 
which has been responsible for breaking into laboratories, but PETA itself claims neither to 
support nor condemn the illegal actions. PETA vehemently opposes utilizing animals for 
research: Founder Ingrid Newkirk has stated she would even oppose a cure for AIDS that used 
animals. 

Gibbons told the Associated Press that he is interested in the protection of primates, and 
that his wife currently belongs to the International Primate Protection League. He has stated that 
he refuses to eat veal and thinks some laboratories have abused animals, but plays it cagey by not 
coming out against all animal research. 

Kathleen Marquardt, chairman of Putting People First, notes that Gibbons has an outlook 
on research that "might even be considered 'new age.' During his confirmation hearing, he told 
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senators: 'I am particularly interested in a Native American concept of the use of animals. When 
the American Indian would kill an animal for food or shelter, the Indian would offer a prayer of 
thanksgiving to the animal for giving up its life so that the person might live." 
Q. How much U.S. foreign aid goes to Israel? Egypt? What percentage is that of the whole 
foreign aid budget? 
-- P.E., Humboldt, IA 


A. Over the past decade, almost half of the official foreign aid budget has gone to Israel and 
Egypt, for a combined total of more than $50 billion. Here are the figures, compiled by the 
Congressional Research Service, of top recipients of American foreign aid (not including 
military assistance) during 1982-1991: Israel, $22.9 billion; Egypt, $23.2 billion; Turkey, $6.9 
billion; Pakistan, $5.4 billion; El Salvador, $4.0 billion; Greece, $3.7 billion; Philippines, $3.5 
billion; Honduras, $1.9 billion; Spain, $1.9 billion; India, $1.7 billion; Bangladesh, $1.7 billion; 
Sudan, $1.5 billion; and Portugal, $1.5 billion. 

As The Economist recently noted: "South Vietnam was the main target in the late 1960s. 
In the 1970s and 1980s, the four largest recipients in Africa were Somalia, Sudan, Zaire and 
Liberia. Not much good came of any of it." 
-- WILLIAM P. HOAR 


AMERICAN OPINION Gifts 
from God 


CHARLES E. RICE 


Dr. Rice, a professor at Notre Dame Law School, is a regular contributor to THE NEW 


AMERICAN. 


Basic rights transcend the state! 


Chief Justice William Rehnquist, writing in Cruzan v. Director, Missouri Dept. of 
Health, the 1990 "right-to-die" case, stated that "for purposes of this case, we assume that the 
United States Constitution would grant a competent person a constitutionally protected right to 
refuse life-saving hydration and nutrition." The key word in Rehnquist's statement is "grant," for 
if the Constitution grants rights, then the Constitution can take them away. And if it "grants" the 
right to die, then it can also "grant" -- or withhold -- the right to live. 

The Supreme Court, which is generally (and wrongly) acknowledged to be the final 
arbiter of the meaning of the Constitution, has ordained in its abortion rulings that some human 
beings are nonpersons and therefore not entitled to a constitutionally protected right to live. In 
Roe v. Wade (1973), while the Court declined to decide whether or not the unborn child is a 
human being, it did rule that, whether or not he is a human being, he is a nonperson, which is the 
same in effect as an explicit ruling that an acknowledged human being is a nonperson who 
therefore has no right to live. 

If it is up to the Court to decide whether there is, or is not, a right to live, why cannot the 
Court similarly undertake to affirm a right to die, including a right to commit suicide and the 
"right" of an incompetent to be put to death for his own good? 

The right to live, of course, is the most basic right, without which other rights are 
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illusory. Do we possess the right to live -- and all other rights -- only at sufferance of the state? 

What Is a Right? 

To answer this question, we first have to inquire as to what a "right" really is. We are, of 
course, using the term in the legal context. You have a moral right that the person with whom 
you are speaking tell you the truth; he has a corresponding moral duty to speak the truth. But that 
moral right does not automatically give rise to a legally enforceable claim. In some cases the law 
imposes a legal duty to speak the truth -- the jury, for example, has a right, enforceable by 
perjury statutes, to have the witness testify truly. Usually, however, the state does not enforce the 
duty to speak the truth in private, noncommercial, and nondefamatory dealings. In general, your 
right to have others tell you the truth is a moral right not legally enforceable. 

What, however, is the basis on which rights are legally enforceable? In his seminal article 
on the origin and nature of rights, "The Concept of Rights and the Competence of Courts," 
appearing in the American Journal of Jurisprudence (1973), University of Alabama Professor 
Iredell Jenkins asked, "Do people have a right to health care -- or to decent housing, higher 
education, a minimum income, a sound diet, a useful job'?" A fair question is whether it makes 
any difference if such objectives are treated as legal rights rather than as needs or desires. 
"Legally," wrote Jenkins, "the recognition that certain persons have a certain right has two 
immediate and important consequences: it imposes corresponding duties on other persons, and it 
enlists the state in the protection of these rights." 

A legally enforceable right is either positive or natural. A positive right exists only 
because it is created by a constitution, statute, or other form of positive law. The U.S. 
Constitution grants citizenship, in the words of the 14th Amendment, to "[a]ll persons born or 
naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof." Unless a person 
complies with that requirement, he is not entitled to the rights of a citizen, such as the right to 
vote. Similarly, a 24-year-old citizen has no right to serve in the House of Representatives, 
because the Constitution limits such service to persons of at least 25 years of age. The age 
limitation is reasonably related to the office of Representative. However, if the Constitution were 
to specify that only white persons could be representatives, that would raise the issue of whether 
that limitation is void because it violates a basic human right to be free from racial discrimination 
in eligibility for public office. 

Some rights are not merely positive rights. The state does not create or "grant" them. It 
recognizes and enforces them; indeed, it is bound to do so. Such rights are intrinsic to the human 
person. The right to life and the right to own and dispose of property are examples of such 
natural rights that transcend the state. Legal positivists, however, deny any intrinsic character of 
rights. They regard all rights as gifts of the state. And what the state gives, it can take away. 

Professor Jenkins accurately described the contrasting views on the subject. One view 
holds that "[rJights derive directly from God or Nature -from the ultimate structure of things -and 
they belong to man as part of his intrinsic nature, as much as do his body, his mind, and his 
various powers. Law merely recognizes these rights and enforces respect for them. This is the 
classical view, as expressed in the doctrines of Natural Law and Natural Rights, and it was the 
dominant influence for centuries." 

That traditional view, dating back more than a few years, affirmed that the enacted law 
was subject to the higher rule of reason contained in the natural law. Marcus Tullius Cicero said: 

[What is right and true is also eternal, and does not begin or end with written statutes 

From this point of view it can be readily understood that those who 
formulated wicked and unjust statutes for nations, thereby breaking their promises 
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and agreements, put into effect anything but "laws." It may thus be clear that in 

the very definition of the term "law" there inheres the idea and principle of 

choosing what is just and true ..... Therefore Law is the distinction between 

things just and unjust, made in agreement with that primal and most ancient of all 

things, Nature; and in conformity to nature's standard are framed those human 

laws which inflict punishment upon the wicked but defend and protect the good. 

In the 13th century, St. Thomas Aquinas affirmed that human laws that are just are 
binding in conscience. But he said that if a human law "deflects from the law of nature," it is 
unjust "and is no longer a law but a perversion of law." To argue that a law is unjust and void 
because it violates the natural law is to imply a human right to be free from such unjust laws. 
Aquinas, however, did not speak in terms of explicit human rights. Such terminology arose in 
later centuries and from different premises. 

Bestowed by God 

As the example of Cicero indicates, one does not have to believe in God to recognize that 
the natural law requires that the power of the state be limited. However, while right reason would 
lead one to the conclusion that the power of the state is limited -- which is another way of saying 
that human beings have rights that transcend the state -- the ultimate basis for rights is that 
asserted by the Declaration of Independence, that rights are conferred by God. Only if man is an 
immortal, spiritual creature with an eternal destiny and made in the image and likeness of God 
does it make sense to assert absolute, unalienable rights against the state. Those rights are 
affirmed by the natural law. 

William Blackstone said, "This law of nature being coeval with mankind, and dictated by 
God himself, is, of course, superior in obligation to any other. It is binding over all the globe in 
all countries, and at all times; no human laws are of any validity if contrary to this; and such of 
them as are valid derive all of their force and all of their authority mediately or immediately from 
this origin." Alexander Hamilton affirmed, "No tribunal, no codes, no systems can repeal or 
impair this law of God, for by his eternal laws it is inherent in the nature of things."' And in the 
1772 case of Robin v. Hardaway George Mason argued before the General Court of Virginia 
against a slavery statute that: 

All acts of legislature apparently contrary to natural right and justice are, in our laws, and 

must be in the nature of things, considered as void. The laws of nature are the 

laws of God; Whose authority can be superseded by no power on earth. A 

legislature must not obstruct our obedience to him from whose punishments they 

cannot protect us. All human constitutions which contradict his laws, we are in 

conscience bound to disobey. Such have been the adjudications of our courts of 

Justice. 

This traditional view placed the human law in context with the natural law and divine law 
as part of God's plan. The power of the state was intrinsically limited because the state itself was 
subject to God's law, of which the natural law was a part. The destiny of man transcended that 
limited power of the state, and man had claims (i.e., rights) which the state could not justly 
deny. "We hold these truths to be sell:evident," said the Declaration of Independence, "that all 
men are created equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, 
that among these are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness." Those "unalienable rights" are 
not granted by the state, and they cannot be taken away by the state. 


In contrast to the traditional position, the "other view," in Professor Jenkins' words, "holds that 
rights are strictly legal entitles or notions. They owe their being and their nature exclusively to 
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law -- to the substantive and procedural apparatus of a legal system -- whose creatures they are. 
Law literally creates rights: the legislative or judicial act accords certain privileges and 
protections to some persons, and imposes corresponding duties on other persons, and it is this act 
that brings the right into being and constitutes its content." 

Rejecting Divine Law 

The Enlightenment theory, which has prevailed over the past three centuries, rejected the 
traditional natural law by liberating the autonomous individual from any objective natural law 
and from the divine law so that each individual became his own god. The power of reason to 
know truth was denied in favor of skepticism and a relativistic empiricism. The skeptic is sure 
that he cannot be sure of anything. The empiricist says that we can only know those things which 
can be empirically verified, but that proposition itself cannot be empirically verified. 

Enlightenment theory manifests itself in the law as legal positivism, which rests on the 
epistemological premise that, in Hans Kelsen's words, "Justice is an irrational ideal." Since 
nobody can know what is right or wrong, we have to leave the resolution of those questions up to 
the political process. If that process turns out an Auschwitz or a Roe v. Wade, no one can say it is 
unjust because no one can know what justice is. Individual rights have no basis beyond that 
political process. There are no rights which the state must recognize as absolute. 

Perhaps the clearest example of Enlightenment theory in action was the French 
Revolution. And the decisive act of that revolution was its substitution of man for God as the 
source of rights. In The Origins of Totalitarianism, Hannah Arendt, a leading analyst of modern 
totalitarianism, wrote: 

The [French Revolutionary] Declaration of the Rights of Man at the end of the eighteenth 

century was a turning point in history. It meant nothing more nor less than that 

from then on Man, and not God's command or the customs of history, should be 

the source of Law. 

Clarence Manion, former dean of Notre Dame Law School and a rounding member of the 
Council of the John Birch Society, in his classic book The Key to Peace, anticipated Arendt's 
analysis in his comparison of the French and American Revolutions with respect to their visions 
of rights and the human person: 

The French Revolution turned in the direction of the glorified -- even deified -- "Society" 

or "State."... Thereafter, the European "citizen" ceased to be a man and became 

instead a part of the "proletariat," the "aristocracy" or the "bourgeoisie."... 

The French Revolutionary State did not recognize its citizens or subjects 

as men. Individuals, as such, had no rights that this strange new government was 

bound to respect. The basic fact that each person is an indestructible creature of 

God was categorically and officially denied. 

* * * 
Liberty was discarded the minute the authority of God, the Author of 

liberty, was denied. Thereafter the State was supreme and its subjects 

consequently had no rights beyond those which the State chose to concede. 

The French Revolution imposed the equality of servitude. By contrast, the Declaration of 
Independence rested on a vision of the human person which underlay an equality in freedom 
before the law. Manion states: 

It must be observed that the Declaration states that "all men are created equal." This is 

indeed a very special kind of equality. it is deliberately related to the Creator and 

signifies that in their "divine" endowments and in their divinely ordained purpose, 
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men are all the same. Thus the life of any man is just as sacred as the life of any 

other, and each man has exactly the same natural rights and duties as every other 

person. All persons have a common origin and a common end. Before their 

common Creator each has equally great importance. Being thus equal before God, 

they must likewise be equal before the Constitutions and laws of the land. 

Manion understood well the need to ground human freedoms on God as the Author of 
liberty as well as of life. He knew, too, that professions of brotherhood are meaningless apart 
from the fatherhood of God: 

Fraternity, or brotherhood, results when men have a common Father. The brotherhood of 

man consequently proceeds from the common Fatherhood of all men in God, the 

Creator. 

Far from making a new God out of "Society" the American Revolution 
was an official public acknowledgment of the one true pre-existing God, the 
Creator of all men and source of all the rights of men 

Because each of them was equal before God, all of these people were 

made equal before the law of the land. Because their rights were bestowed by 

their Heavenly Creator, no power on earth could take those rights away. Since 

God had created each of them as individuals with personal and immortal 

destinies, no man, majority or government could hereafter treat or regard any of 

them as an indistinguishable part of a class, collective or group. 


Unfortunately the vision that has prevailed in modern times is the vision of the French rather 
than the American Revolution. "Our analysis of the French Revolutionary System," wrote 
Manion. "discloses class-conscious collectivism as its controlling ingredient. From the 
philosophers and first leaders of the French Revolution, Rousseau, Danton, Robespierre and 
others, this collectivist formula was passed to and used by succeeding European opportunists. 
Napoleon, Mussolini and Hitler each whipped it into a potent and destructive doctrine of racism. 
Karl Marx and his disciples including Lenin, Trotsky and Stalin gave class-conscious 
collectivism an economic fluidity which spilled it over all geographical and racial barriers with 
the potentiality of flooding the entire world. Quickly, and in one form or another, French 
Revolutionary collectivism spread yet another layer of Statism all over Europe. Wherever it went 
it promptly split the basic natural atom of Human Society -- the individual human soul -- and in 
so doing, shook the whole unhappy continent with continual catastrophic explosions of panic, 
pestilence and persecution." 

Anticipating the Clinton Era 

When Dean Manion wrote The Key to Peace in 1951 he could clearly see the movement 
of the United States toward collectivism. One can only imagine how he would describe our 
present situation if he were alive today. But he saw an early version of the Clinton era in 1951: 

Today, big and complicated government has a hand in everybody's business and another 

in every person's pocket ..... The brooding government omnipresence is an open 
invitation to those who wish to use one or more of government's complicated 

processes for unfair advantage over their neighbors. 

* * * 
Our recent prolonged experience with wholesale deficit financing has 

shown an effective way for the Federal Government to spend what it does not 

have and that which it never seriously expects to have. The purpose of federal 

taxes now is only incidentally to raise necessary revenue. The principal purpose 
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behind most forms of the many federal excises is to rearrange and control 

accumulations of private wealth and level the peaks and valleys of the social and 

economic terrain. This is not American freedom; it is socialistic 

regimentation by a government that has shaken loose from its constitutional 

limitations. 

Cardinal Joseph Ratzinger wrote in The Problem of Threats to Human Life that "the 
modern age boasts of having discovered the idea of human rights inherent in every human being 
and antecedent to any positive law, and of having proclaimed these rights in solemn declarations. 
On the other hand, these rights, thus acknowledged in theory, have never been so profoundly 
and radically denied on the practical level." The reason for this incongruity lies precisely in the 
rejection of God's law, including the natural law, as a standard of justice -- and of legal validity 
-- higher than the state. "This new situation," wrote Hannah Arendt, "in which ‘humanity’ has in 
effect assumed the role formerly ascribed to nature or history, would mean in this context that 
the right to have rights, or the right of every individual to belong to humanity, should be 
guaranteed by humanity itself." 

One of the clearest examples of the failure of the state as the source and guarantor of 
rights is the 1972 New York case of Byrn v. New York City Health and Hospitals Corp., in which 
the highest court of New York upheld that state's permissive abortion law. The court found as a 
fact that the unborn child is a human being. But then the court held, "What is a legal person is for 
the law, including, of course, the Constitution, to say, which simply means that upon according 
legal personality to a thing the law affords it the rights and privileges of a legal person." 

For this conclusion the court cited various legal positivists including, first, Hans Kelsen. 
The traditional natural law would recognize an inseparable connection between humanity and 
personhood. All human beings are entitled to be regarded as persons, especially in a legal system 
such as ours in which personhood is the explicit condition for possessing rights. The 
constitutional term "person" is broader than human beings; corporations are legally persons. 
Also, a person can deliberately forfeit some of his rights of personhood, as a convicted felon 
forfeits his right to freedom of movement and other rights. But in simple justice, all human 
beings are entitled to be regarded as persons. However, if, like Hans Kelsen, you regard justice 
as unknowable -- an irrational ideal -- and if the law is merely a utilitarian product of the will of 
the lawgiver, with no requirement that it conform to reason or to the natural law of God, you will 
have no coherent basis to object when human beings are denied personhood and when 
individual "rights" are subordinated to the utilitarian calculations of the state. 

Hannah Arendt described the inability of merely humanistic professions of rights to stand 
as a bulwark against oppression by the modern state: 

The crimes against human rights, which have become a specialty of totalitarian regimes, 

can always be justified by the pretext that right is equivalent to being good or 

useful for the whole in distinction to its parts. A conception of law which 

identifies what is right with the notion of what is good for -- for the individual, or 

the family, or the people, or the largest number -- becomes inevitable once the 

absolute and transcendent measurements of religion or the law of nature have lost 

their authority. And this predicament is by no means solved if the unit to which 

the "good for" applies is as large as mankind itself. For it is quite conceivable, and 

even within the realm of practical political possibilities, that one fine day a highly 

organized and mechanized humanity will conclude quite democratically -- namely 

by majority decision -- that for humanity as a whole it would be better to liquidate 
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certain parts thereof. 


Enlightenment philosophy, including its rejection of God as the source of rights, can thus open 
the door to a denial by the state of the very existence of a right as with the denial of the right to 
live of the unborn child. But it can also redefine a right, so as to expand it beyond reason to the 
prejudice of the common good. This latter tendency is evident in the modern approach to the 
right of free speech. 

In From Enlightenment to Revolution, Eric Voegelin wrote that the principles of the 
Enlightenment "embody a denial of the cognitive value to spiritual experiences and seek to 
enthrone the Newtonian methods of science as the only valid method of arriving at truth." In this 
Enlightenment view, words become merely scientific data. "Under the First Amendment there is 
no such thing as a false idea," said the Supreme Court in Gertz v. Welch. Except, of course, the 
idea that there is a false idea. 

The Common Good 

In the emphasis on individual rights and on speech as scientific data, we have lost sight of 
the common good. The Supreme Court permits some restrictions on speech with respect to a 
narrow category of obscenity, some defamation, and especially speech that imminently threatens 
a breach of the peace. Apart from these and some other restrictions, we tend to deny that speech 
can be socially harmful. We have largely renounced the ability to pass judgment on speech, 
whether nude dancing, pornography, or whatever. ironically, we treat speech as trivial. If speech 
does not have social consequences apart from breach of the peace and other limited areas, why is 
speech so important that it must be specially protected? 

We need a regeneration of the conviction that some speech is not only worthless but 
harmful to the common good. Its utterance,-therefore, should not be protected as a right. At the 
very least we ought to be able to say that such "art" as the Mapplethorpe exhibit ought not to be 
supported by public funds. When we cannot bring ourselves to say that depictions of homosexual 
acts too sickening to describe in these pages are not protected "art," we simply include ourselves 
within G.K. Chesterton's description of "people that have lost the power of astonishment at their 
own actions." 

The Enlightenment philosophy reduces law to a wholly political exercise of will. The 
rhetoric of free speech was used to terminate the older censorship in which the people had lost 
faith. But law in the Enlightenment era is a political instrument of power. It is not surprising that 
the old censorship has been replaced by a new and more demanding censorship of speech 
antagonistic to prevailing ideas of what is politically correct. 

The law here is a reflection of a society in which man himself became the autonomous 
arbiter of right and wrong. Under positivist, Enlightenment jurisprudence, there are no limits to 
what the law can do. We are trying to protect "rights" according to Enlightenment criteria, 
without any objective concept of the good. Francis J. Canavan, S J, of Fordham University, 
described "the present state of Western culture" as "the fag end of the Enlightenment": 

[A]s the autonomous individual of liberal theory lost his faith in divine revelation and 
in the ability of reason to perceive a natural moral order, he became an 

independent self, a subject of rights rather than of obligations, and a sovereign 

will bound by no law to which he himself had not consented. In the end, he 

became a bundle of appetites, because his will, lacking any anchorage in a 

divinely-created moral order, was submerged in and identified with his desires. 

As of this writing we seem about to legislate a broad "right" to health care, perhaps a "right" to 
commit sodomy in the armed forces, as well as a new "right" to "contribute" more of our money 
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to ever-expanding government programs. The "right" to health care deserves particular attention. 
Professor Jenkins explained "the radically novel character of the current breed of rights, such as 
health care, guaranteed income, housing, welfare, food allowance, education": 

These rights differ in kind and not merely in degree from those that have been so 

intimately associated with the liberal-democratic movement. 

Traditional legal rights are primarily protective: they guarantee citizens 

certain basic freedoms and immunities, and protect them against intrusion or 

arbitrary action by the state. These rights do not bestow any positive benefits upon 

people 

The duties correlative with these rights have a similarly restricted reach, 
being largely prohibitions: they enjoin the state ... from interfering with the free 
activities of the citizens, and from discriminating arbitrarily among them. 
[T]hese traditional rights are not conferred on citizens by the state; rather, 
the people hold these rights prior to and independently of the state, which is 
merely enjoined to respect them and assure their free exercise. 
The "New Rights" 

The new rights go far beyond guaranteeing basic liberties and immunities, promising to 
endow men with a wide range of positive goods. Professor Jenkins wrote: 

These enlarged rights obviously impose similarly enlarged duties, which are positive and 

stringent in character. The state is now charged with the obligation to provide for 

many of men's needs -- food, housing, income, health care -- whenever men are 

for any reason unable or unwilling to secure these for themselves. Finally, a 

wholly new philosophy of rights is here emerging, for these 

rights-conceived-as-benefits clearly cannot be regarded as forming part of man's 

original baggage, but are conferred and bestowed exclusively by the state. 

Professor Jenkins wrote two decades ago, but he saw clearly the irreconcilable conflict 
between the traditional concept of a right for one to be left alone by the state, and the new 
concept of a right for one to have his needs provided by the state. As Jenkins explained, if the 
new human rights are legally enforceable as entitlements, state power will inevitably expand: 

The doctrine of individual rights, in guaranteeing the liberty and privacy of persons, 

requires that the state not interfere in the lives of its citizens, but leave them free 

to live how and where they choose; conversely, this doctrine requires that 

individuals bear the risk of their own decisions and actions. The doctrine of 

human rights, in guaranteeing to satisfy men's needs, requires that the state supply 

positive goods and services to its citizens and protect them against their mistakes 

and misfortunes; conversely, it requires that individuals accept the high degree of 

mobilization and regulation, of state control and direction, that are demanded if 

the state is to be able to discharge these duties. 

In analyzing the situation, Jenkins spelled out clearly the simple reality that we cannot 
have it both ways. If we want the state to do all manner of good things for us, we will have to 
expand its power to do all manner of bad things to us: 

The real threat under which we lie, I think, is that individual rights will be steadily eroded 

and finally engulfed by the movement that is so rapidly transforming claimed 

human rights into recognized legal rights .... [T]he duties of care that it imposes 

upon the state must necessarily elicit a double response. First, the state will need 

to intervene in the lives of people at a very early age, or even before their birth, in 
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order to protect itself against the multiplication of the types that cause such a 

drain upon its resources; children who are unwanted and uncared for; drug 

addicts; people with no training or skills; youthful delinquents and habitual 

criminals. From this intervention in the breeding and rearing of its citizens, it is 

but a step for the state to assert the need to control the uses they make of their 

lives. If the state is to discharge its new duties, it must not only assure itself of a 

sound citizen body; it will also need to draft, train, and assign people to specific 

roles. 

We have come a long way from the Declaration of Independence, which affirmed basic 
rights as the gift, not of the state, but of God. As Dean Manion said, that affirmation is "the key 
to peace." 


CORRECTION, PLEASE! 


Rodney King's Testimony 

ITEM: Testifying at the trial of four police officers charged with violating his civil rights, 
Rodney King asserted on March 9th that the officers taunted him with racial epithets and 
threatened to kill him. Explaining why he leapt to his feet at the beginning of the videotape of the 
incident, King testified that an officer had taunted him saying, "We're going to kill you nigger. 
Run." And he imitated in sing-song .fashion what he said were the taunts of the officers while he 
was being beaten, "What's up, killer? How you feel, killer? What's up, nigger? How you feel, 
killer? They were just chanting it." 

CORRECTION: King's testimony about racial slurs came as a surprise because he had earlier 
backed off claims that the incident was racially motivated. Moreover, when he testified before a 
federal grand jury last July, he made no mention of racial epithets. 

Under cross examination on March 10th, King modified his testimony by stating that he 
was not sure if the police officers had used racial epithets or had threatened to kill him, as he had 
testified the day before. "Sometimes I forget things that happened and sometimes I remember 
things," King maintained. "Sometimes I forget things that happened, and a lot happened that 
night." 

Asked if he had heard an officer say, "We're going to kill you, nigger. Run!" King 
conceded, "I'm not sure. I believe I did hear that." King also stated that he was not sure if he had 
been taunted with the word "nigger" or the word "killer." He said that he had told his mother he 
"might have heard the word nigger" but that he had concealed this "because my mom told me 
there was no need to bring any racial situation into the matter." 

King also admitted during the cross examination that he had lied to his parole officer and 
to police investigators when he denied being drunk on the night of the beating. "I know I lied 
about it. I'm not happy about it," King said. 

As this is being written, the jury has not as yet rendered its verdict. But whatever the jury 
decides as to the charges against the four police officers, it is hard to imagine that the jurors 
found King to be a reliable witness. 

Second Amendment Facts 

ITEM: Jn a newspaper column syndicated by Scripps Howard in March, Leonard Larsen wrote 
that a "basic lie the gun-nut lobby is a stretch of the U.S. Constitution, obliterating the key 
introductory phrase of the Second Amendment..." 

CORRECTION: Adherents of the fundamental right to keep and bear arms are also 
enthusiastic champions of the Second Amendment -- not just part of that amendment, but all of 
it. By claiming that a "basic lie of the gun-nut lobby is a stretch of the U.S. Constitution," Larsen 
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is in effect accusing the true supporters of the Second Amendment of the very crime that 
anti-gun zealots are guilty of. 

In its entirety, the Second Amendment to the U.S. Constitution reads: "A well regulated 
Militia, being necessary to the security of a free state, the right of the people to keep and bear 
arms shall not be infringed." The anti-gun zealots falsely claim that the first part of this statement 
limits the right protected to an organized militia. They further claim that "the right of the people" 
refers merely to a collective right, not an individual right, to keep and bear arms. Of course, in 
making such an assertion, anti-gun zealots must ignore certain facts about the actual language of 
this amendment and the intent of the founders: 

¢ The phrase "the right of the people" is used elsewhere in the Bill of Rights to guarantee 
the right of individuals. The First Amendment refers to "the right of the people peaceably to 
assemble, and to petition the Government for a redress of grievances." And the Fourth 
Amendment refers to "The right of the people to be secure in their persons, houses, papers, and 
effects, against unreasonable searches and seizures ...._ "The authors of the Bill of Rights 
surely would not have used the phrase "the right of the people" to mean the right of individuals 
in some amendments, while using that same phrase in other amendments to mean the right of the 
collective, which in essence means the right of the government. 

¢ There is no qualifying language in the Second Amendment limiting the right of the 
people; there are no "buts" or "excepts." "A well regulated Militia, being necessary to the 
security of a free state" does not place a restriction on "the right of the people." To the contrary, 
the possibility that a "well regulated Militia" could abuse its power makes "the right of the 
people to keep and bear arms" even more important, and it is perhaps for this reason that the 
authors of the Second Amendment included the introductory phrase. 

* Historically, the term "militia" refers to the people at large, armed and ready to defend 
their liberties. James Madison, the author of Virginia's Declaration of Rights upon which the Bill 
of Rights was based, stated, "I ask who are the militia? They consist now of the whole people, 
except a few public officials." Title 10, Section 311 of the U.S. Code states, "The militia of the 
United States consists of all able-bodied males at least 17 years of age...." It also divides the 
militia into two classes: "the organized militia" and "the unorganized militia." 

¢ The Founding Fathers were staunch supporters of the right to keep and bear arms. 
Thomas Jefferson declared, "No free man shall ever be debarred the use of arms." George 
Washington noted that firearms are "next in importance to the Constitution itself as the 
"American people's liberty teeth." And Richard Henry Lee proclaimed, "To preserve liberty, it is 
essential that the whole body of the people always possess arms." 

It is ludicrous to claim that the Founding Fathers, who greatly feared government and 
who fought a revolution to oust a governing force that had become tyrannical, would have 
adopted an amendment granting only a collective (governmental) right to bear arms. Yet this is 
exactly what the anti-gun zealots would have us believe. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


Family Matters 
In her comprehensive analysis of how the break-up of the traditional family has impacted 
American society in general, Barbara Dafoe Whitehead notes in the April issue of The Atlantic 
Monthly how even the trend in greeting cards indicates the trouble we are in. Hallmark Cards, 
for example, now offers a line of cards "commemorating divorce as liberation," with such 
messages as: "It was full of music -- both happy and sad. But what's important now is ... YOU! 
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the recently released HOT, NEW SINGLE! You're going to be at the TOP OF THE CHARTS !" 

Hallmark also provides cards which divorced parents may send to their children, with 
such messages as: "I'm sorry I'm not always there when you need me but I hope you know I'm 
always just a phone call away." 

Whitehead reflects on the conflicting sentiments of the two card categories, noting that 
for "grown-ups, divorce heralds new beginnings (‘A HOT NEW SINGLE’). For children, divorce 
brings separation and loss (‘I'm sorry I'm not always there when you need me’)." (Box 52661, 
Boulder, CO 80322) 

Clinton Critic 

Staff writer Joseph R. McAuliffe pulls few punches in evaluating President Clinton in the 
April Chalcedon Report. "I think he is an immoral man, a covenant breaker, a liar, a tax and 
spend liberal, and a manifestation of God's judgment upon our apostate nation." 

McAuliffe is especially incensed by the President's positions on abortion and 
homosexuality. Regarding the former, with specific reference to the five pro-abortion executive 
orders which the President issued on January 22nd, McAuliffe asserts that "if you compare 
Clinton with other heads of state of this nefarious century ... Lenin, Stalin, Mussolini, Hitler, 
Mao, Pol Pot, Idi Amin, Khomeini and Saddam Hussein, we could be worse off. But before we 
extricate Clinton from these and other butchers, we should note his personal commitment to 
carnage." 

McAuliffe scoffs at the President's claim that there isa difference between homosexual 
orientation and conduct. And he notes the "egregious hypocrisy" of contemporary liberalism, 
since on "the homosexual issue they want us to believe that sodomites won't act out their sexual 
desires, but concerning heterosexual teenagers they say 'these kids can't abstain, they're going to 
do it, so we better install school-based health clinics and give them a constant supply of 
condoms." (Box 158, Vallecito, CA 95251) 

Head Start 

President Clinton has lauded the LBJ-era Head Start program as "a success story" and 
asserted that for "every dollar we invest today, we'll save three tomorrow." Writing in Time 
magazine for March 8th, Michael Kramer reveals that the three-for-one Clinton claim actually 
"reflects the success of one non-Head Start project at the Perry Preschool in Ypsilanti, Michigan, 
in the 1960s. The latest investigation of Head Start itself, by the Health and Human Services 
Department, calls many of the approximately 1,300 Head Start programs that currently serve 
about 700,000 children poorly run and unsuccessful at providing youngsters with even basic 
care." 

Kramer notes that "Yale Professor Edward Zigler, an architect of the original program, 
estimates that 'at best' only 40% of the Head Start centers are 'high quality. Closing down 30% of 
them,' he adds, ‘would be no great loss." 

In typical liberal fashion, journalist Kramer and Professor Ziglet attribute Head Start's 
failures, not to the inherent defects of socialism, but to insufficient instructor training, 
substandard facilities, not enrolling children early enough, and miserly taxpayers. (Box 30601, 
Tampa, FL 33630) 

Slighting the Second 

A study of U.S. high school history and civics textbooks, commissioned by the National 
Rifle Association's Firearms Civil Rights Legal Defense Fund, reveals that discussion of the 
Second Amendment is largely ignored, and is at best incomplete. The study by Dr. Linda Karen 
Miller was summarized in the February 1993 issue of American Rifleman. Miller's review of 32 
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texts found that the Second Amendment was described only 24 times. Indeed, of the ten 
amendments that comprise the Bill of Rights, only the third (prohibiting the quartering of 
soldiers) and the seventh (securing the right to trial by jury) are mentioned less often. All 32 texts 
described the Bill of Rights, but only 17 described the right to keep and bear arms, and none 
discussed adoption of the Second Amendment. 

Dr. Miller, a Virginia teacher and education consultant for Newsweek, found that the 
"history of the Second Amendment is not only unmoored from its English heritage and forgotten 
in major historical events in the U.S. history and U.S. government textbooks, but that history has 
been set adrift in the textbooks, foundering in the political ideologies of the authors, 
unsubstantiated by historical fact or current jurisprudence." (1600 Rhode Island Avenue NW, 
Washington, DC 20036) 

Multicultural Queries 

Writing in the April issue of The American Spectator, Professor Thomas Sowell scolds 
those who condemn American society or Western civilization "for sins that are the curse of the 
human race all across the planet," and which "are worse in many non-Western societies." 
Perhaps slavery is the classic example. "No one seems interested in the epic story of how this 
curse that covered the globe and endured for thousands of years was finally gotten rid of. it was 
gotten rid of by the West -- not only in Western societies but in other societies conquered, 
controlled, or pressured by the West." 

Regarding the alleged need for multiculturalism to help people understand and get along 
with each other, Sowell suggests that if we wish to see multiculturalism in action, "Look at 
Yugoslavia, at Lebanon, at Sri Lanka, at Northern Ireland, at Azerbaijan, or wherever else group 
‘identity’ has been hyped." For multiculturalists to claim that such turmoil is not what they intend 
is equivalent to "open[ing] the floodgates and then say[ing] that you don't mean for people to 
drown." (Box 549, Arlington, VA 22216) 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Toward a 
Moral Literacy 

Why Johnny Can't Tell Right From Wrong, by William Kilpatrick, New York: Simon 
& Schuster, 1992, 366 pages, hardcover, $23.00. Available from General Birch Services Corp., 
P.O. Box 8040, Appleton, WI 54913. Add $3.00 for postage and handling. 

Boston College Professor William Kilpatrick's latest contribution to the quest for quality 
education alludes to the late Rudolf Flesch's classic 1955 work, Why Johnny Can't Read. But 
today, Kilpatrick addresses another facet of the failure of the educational system: "In addition to 
the fact that Johnny still can't read, we are now faced with the more serious problem that he can't 
tell right from wrong." 

Battle Lines 

Battle lines have been formed in the war to preserve what Kilpatrick defines as "moral 
literacy." Kilpatrick identifies the opposing teaching methods that impact the moral outlook of 
the young, for better or for worse. On one side is the traditional approach which considers 
morality an integral part of education. Kilpatrick calls this approach "character education," 
adding that it "involves a conscious effort to teach specific virtues and character traits such as 
courage, justice, self-control, honesty, responsibility, charity, obedience to lawful authority, etc." 

On the other side is an insidious, "moral neutral" approach that is known by a variety of 
names, including "values clarification," "decision making," "moral reasoning," "the dilemma 
method," and "situation ethics." This method often employs the discussion of ethical problems 
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by groups of students: There are no right or wrong answers; each student decides for himself 
what is right or wrong. 

The traditional approach to moral education is based upon the existence of eternal truths, 
while situation ethics denies any such truths. Until recently, of course, it was taken for granted 
that there are such things as eternal truths, that there is right and wrong, and that it is the 
responsibility of those who are older and wiser (parents, teachers, etc.) to teach these truths to 
children. But no more! 

Of course, character education, if it is to be effective, must not be limited to the school 
curriculum. Character formation must be nurtured at home, and can only be reinforced (or 
subverted) in the classroom. Kilpatrick explains: 

[O]ne of the main differences between character education and the decision-making 

model is disagreement over the degree of difficulty involved in being moral. 

Character education wants to stack the deck in favor of good conduct, on the 

assumption that good conduct is not our natural first choice. 

In other words, it is easier to do wrong than right, so we must be trained from childhood 
habitually to do what is right. 

The teaching of values presupposes that most members of society generally agree upon 
which values are good and which are bad. Traditionally, that has not been a problem in our 
Judeo-Christian culture, since most members of our society have agreed upon such moral guides 
as the Ten Commandments. 

Kilpatrick surveyed groups of parents concerning their preferences for their children's 
education. He asked which curriculum in moral education they preferred for their children in the 
fifth- to seventh-grade levels -- values clarification or character education. Not surprisingly, he 
found that the vast majority of parents chose the character education method. However, he also 
found that teachers -- when asked the same question -- almost always preferred the values 
clarification model. 

Solving the Problem 

Why Johnny Can't Tell Right From Wrong is by no means a gloom-and-doom approach 
to the problems facing parents in educating their children. Much of the appeal of the volume is 
found in Kilpatrick's specific solutions to the problems that he identifies. Kilpatrick devotes an 
entire chapter to the issue of "What Schools Can Do." His advice includes: 

* Teaching students self-discipline, respect for others, and such virtues as courage and a 
sense of justice. 

¢ Providing activities which encourage students to practice good habits. 

¢ Restoring the moral climate that once prevailed in our schools. 

Kilpatrick also recommends that schools reinforce virtues in conjunction with their 
courses in history and literature. He believes that historical heroes, or works of literature such as 
A Man for All Seasons, provide young people with examples of the four classic cardinal virtues 
-- prudence, justice, courage, and temperance. 

Kilpatrick also includes a chapter on "What Parents Can Do," which begins with a 
discussion of child rearing. He reminds parents that "it's easier to love children who are 
lovable"-- that is, respectful and well-behaved. 

Kilpatrick exposes common myths that have come to dominate much of the thinking 
about raising children. Among these are: 

¢ The myth of natural goodness, "that virtue will take care of itself if children are just 
allowed to have their own way." 
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¢ The myth that moral problems are psychological problems. Kilpatrick notes: "If you 
look in the index of a typical child-rearing book, you will find that a great many pages are 
devoted to 'self-esteem,' but you are not likely to find the word 'character' anywhere." 

¢ The myth that parents do not have the right to instill their values in their children. He 
challenges, "Does it make sense for parents to remain neutral bystanders when everyone else -- 
from scriptwriters, to entertainers, to advertisers, to sex educators -- insists on selling their values 
to children?" 

As to the many deficiencies in education (primarily public school education) cited in his 
book, Kilpatrick offers two options to parents: They can either join with other parents in an 
attempt to influence schools in the direction of character education, or they can look for another 
school. Kilpatrick suggests four alternatives to public education: private schools, religious 
schools, "school choice" (through a voucher system), or home school. Regarding the latter, 
Kilpatrick notes: "The advantage claimed by home schoolers is that parents can provide an 
education in keeping with their own religious and moral values, and at the same time supply 
more personal attention to their children's educational needs." 

Of course, if parents are to reassert their role as their children's primary moral (if not 
academic) educators, it is important for them to establish a home environment that encourages 
positive character development. Kilpatrick offers an abundance of advice on how to accomplish 
these ends, with good discipline being the cornerstone of moral development. 

"An Organizing Principle" 

More important, according to Kilpatrick, is the establishment of "an organizing principle 
of family life." This principle includes such elements as tradition, family ritual, and adherence to 
certain cultural and religious beliefs. This organizing principle is what turns the family from a 
mere economic arrangement to a loving and secure entity. 

One of the forces most destructive to a solid family structure is television. Kilpatrick 
argues that television "opens up the home to become the receptacle for whatever somebody in 
Los Angeles, or wherever, wants to dump onto your living room floor and into your kids' minds." 

A very important step proposed by Kilpatrick to "restore family culture, to improve 
family relationships, and to take moral education out of the hands of 'somebody in Los Angeles' 
is to revive the practice of family reading." The benefits are numerous: the creation of a family 
bond, the stimulation of family conversation, the positive examples of family life found in good 
literature, the positive effect on character, and putting the family in touch with the great cultures 
of the past. 

Kilpatrick recommends that classic works of literature be employed both in the classroom 
and at home. To this end he has compiled his "Guide to Great Books for Children and Teens," 
which forms the final chapter of his book. Not a mere list of titles, Kilpatrick describes each 
book in a "mini-review" that serves as a practical guide to parents and teachers. Once the 
necessity of providing a character education is appreciated, active use of Kilpatrick's book guide 
might easily be the foremost step in the right direction. 

Why Johnny Can't Tell Right From Wrong presents clear-cut solutions to a problem 
facing every parent in America -- and the caliber of research done by Kilpatrick adds substantial 
weight to his proposals. It is heavy duty ammunition in the fight for our children. 

-- WARREN P. MASS 


LETTERS OF THE REPUBLIC Good Diagnosis, Bad 


Medicine 
The Way Things Ought to Be, by Rush Limbaugh, New York: Simon and Schuster, 
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1992, 304 pages, hardcover, $22.00. 

Are there any conservatives who do not recognize the name "Rush Limbaugh"? 
Doubtless there are some, but that number must surely be dwindling fast. If we may believe all 
of the advertising, Limbaugh now broadcasts to some 15 million radio listeners across the United 
States for three hours a day, five days per week. In addition, his nationally syndicated, 30-minute 
television program is beamed every day to tens of millions more. As a result of his success, 
Limbaugh styles himself as one of the major "spokesmen for conservatism" in America. 

Striking a Chord 

The Way Things Ought to Be, which is a compilation of issues and opinions regularly 
presented on Limbaugh's programs, has reportedly sold over two million copies. Reading it 
through, one must observe that the author's critiques of the federal government, of professional 
politicians, of the erosion of morality in society, and of the increasingly lunatic liberal agenda 
strike a familiar chord with conservatives. Limbaugh has a facility for expressing, in the most 
basic language, much of what American middle-class folk now feel in their hearts, but rarely 
hear put into words. 

Limbaugh is a master at skewering the hypocrisy inherent in the Clinton program and in 
puncturing the ludicrous pretenses of the purveyors of "political correctness." Contemporary 
liberalism is rightly portrayed by Limbaugh as a type of totalitarian-minded imbecility so 
irrational and bizarre that previous generations would have responded to its proponents with 
immediate demands for straight-jackets and padded cells. The author makes short work of the 
advocates of radical feminism ("feminazis," according to the "Limbaugh Lexicon"), extreme 
environmentalism, radical egalitarianism, and so on. 

On the pro-life cause: "When we take actions that cheapen life, we are contributing to an 
overall decline in our society's moral values. By allowing abortion ... we are indirectly promoting 
values that encourage crime, illegitimacy, the dissolution of the family, and callousness toward 
the living, especially the elderly." 

On radical environmentalism: "[T]he environmentalist wackos go out of their way to find 
fault with America. They criticize our profit motive, even though it's given us the most 
sophisticated pollution-control technology in the world. Why do these people do this? | think 
they just don't like our way of life. They are bitter; they're not happy unless this country becomes 
Sweden or Nicaragua as it was under the Sandinistas." 

On crime: "The [Willie] Horton ad was an excellent illustration of the tangible 
consequences of the liberals' general approach to the criminal justice system. Their sympathy is 
almost always reserved for the criminal rather than for the victim of the crime." 

We see then that most of what is written in this book is just the good common sense that 
has always represented the genuine conservative position. Since these positions are now rarely 
expressed in government or establishment media circles, one can begin to understand the 
popularity of Rush Limbaugh. He speaks to the "common man" in his own language, and for this 
we cannot deny him the hearty "bravo" he deserves. 

The Wrong Solution 

Our consideration of The Way Things Ought to Be would not be complete, however, 
without taking note of certain of its deficiencies. While Limbaugh's criticisms of liberalism are 
nearly always correct, as far as they go, his antidote is nevertheless questionable -- the 
Republican Party, which is no antidote at all. As we look back on 12 years of Republican rule, 
genuine conservatives must reflect honestly on whether those years really made a great deal of 
difference. Was the fatal plunge towards moral anarchy arrested? Did big government shrink or 
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grow? Is the U.S. less entangled than before in internationalism? Limbaugh may be an adequate 
diagnostician, but his cure leaves much to be desired. 

Secondly, Limbaugh's book is all breadth and very little depth. In his chapter on animal 
rights, for instance, he states this: "Rights are either God-given or evolve out of the democratic 
process." Sorry Rush, rights are either God-given or they do not exist at all. To accept the notion 
that new rights evolve out of (God help us!) "the democratic process" leaves us defenseless 
before all manner of crack-brained legal theories, encompassing the "rights" of animals, 
homosexuals, vagrants, criminals, trees, fish, toads, rocks, and anything else that happens to pop 
up in the frenzied hallucinations of the bughouse left. 

Pushing the "hot-button" issues is great sport and Limbaugh is adept at earning millions 
of dollars by knowing which buttons to push. But I suggest that he do his elementary homework 
before he presumes to be the spokesman for things he does not fully grasp. 

With appropriate caveats, Rush Limbaugh's book may have some potential for good 
among neophytes. For those of us who have been convinced conservatives for many years or 
decades, however, the book is no more than an entertaining diversion. 

-- FR. JAMES THORNTON 


GUN REPORT 


Jersey GOP Caves in 

In 1990, after New Jersey Governor James Florio pushed a massive tax increase through 
the legislature, then pressured the Democrat-dominated Assembly and Senate to approve the 
nation's most draconian semiautomatic gun ban, voters struck back in November by giving the 
Republicans super-majority control of both houses. Prior to the election, the Democrats 
dominated the Assembly 43 to 37 and the Senate 23 to 17. Since that time, the GOP has enjoyed 
veto-proof majorities of 58 to 22 and 27 to 13, respectively. 

In August of last year, the legislature approved, by overwhelming tallies of 47 to 16 in 
the House and 28 to 9 in the Senate, a bill atmed at modifying the controversial Florio gun law. 
The 1990 statute requires that all semiautomatic rifles and shotguns not registered for target 
shooting must be sold, disabled. or surrendered to authorities. Even the Remington 552 
tubular-magazine .22 rifle is covered, since it is capable of holding as many as 20 "short" 
cartridges. 

The modification bill would have lifted the ban except for Uzis and AK-47s, but 
Governor Florio vetoed the measure in September, then launched an aggressive crusade to head 
off the expected override. 

On February 25th, by a one-vote margin, the Assembly overrode the veto. In the Senate, 
President Don DiFrancisco (R) flip-flopped and announced that he would support the veto to 
show that he is not a captive of the National Rifle Association. On March 15th, the Senate voted 
unanimously (26 to 0) to sustain the veto, thereby scuttling the modification measure and 
handing a major defeat to gun owners who had backed GOP candidates in 1990 largely on the 
basis of their campaign promises to oppose the governor's gun law. As the old adage advises, 
"Put not your faith in politicians." 

Gun Tax? 

On grounds that smoking takes a terrible health toll, the Clinton Administration is 
considering a huge hike in the tobacco tax to help fund whatever health-care plan first lady 
Hillary Clinton and her 526-member health task force conjure up. But don't expect "health-threat 
taxes" to stop there. Bolstered by anti-gun articles targeting guns as a major health menace, 
which have appeared in such sources as the New England Journal of Medicine and the Journal 
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of the American Medical Association, the Administration is rumored to be considering new gun 
taxes. 

Firearms Coalition head Neal Knox recently revealed that a reporter friend had confided 
to him that the President is indeed considering the imposition of a prohibitive firearms tax. And 
Senator Paul Simon (D-IL) has introduced legislation which would subject some firearms dealers 
to a 75-fold increase in annual license fees (from $10 to $750). 

Schaefer Makes a Point 

Maryland Governor William Donald Schaefer pointed an unloaded handgun at a reporter 
during a March 15th news conference as his way of obliging the startled journalist to "imagine" 
what it is like to have a gun "in your face." The governor blurted: "I'll bet you wouldn't be 
laughing. I'll bet you wouldn't be smiling. I don't know what would happen to your pants, but I 
can imagine." He apparently did not imagine the likely condition of his own britches had the 
reporter been armed and unaware that the gun-brandishing governor was simply playacting. 
Clearly, Schaefer could use some gun safety training, and a smidgen of good sense. 

Someone should also send him a dictionary, since he continues to promote proposals to 
ban certain types of what he erroneously calls "assault" rifles and pistols. During a recent 
interview, Maryland Rifle and Pistol Association press spokesman Bob McMurray explained to a 
reporter that the guns under discussion are not "assault" weapons, since they "aren't capable of 
selective, automatic fire. Calling a semi-auto an assault weapon is like calling a drag queen a 
woman. Certain essential functions are missing." 

Gartner Going 

On March 2nd, NBC News President Michael Gartner announced his resignation 
(effective August Ist) in the wake of a number of embarrassing instances of shoddy and 
unethical journalism by NBC News under his tutelage. Most news accounts have mentioned such 
sordid episodes as the fabricated GM truck-crash explosion reported last November on Dateline 
NBC, and the January endangered fish fabrication for which NBC Nightly News anchor Tom 
Brokaw eventually apologized. 

News accounts have neglected, however, to recall the deluge of criticism which Gartner 
generated with his rabidly anti-gun op-ed column in USA Today for January 16, 1992. Parroting 
the phrase "let's ban them" (handguns) at least ten times, he concluded: "There is no reason for 
anyone in this country, anyone except for a police officer or a military person to buy, to own, to 
have, to use a handgun." 

It will take NBC News quite some time to live down the Gartner legacy. 

Physician, Heal Thyself 

In 1985, around 31,600 persons were killed with guns. Most (55 percent) were suicides, 
while 37 percent were homicides. 

In his important book Point Blank: Guns and Violence in America, Dr. Gary Kleck, 
professor of criminology and criminal justice at Florida State University, writes: "To put the 
31,600 gun deaths in perspective, it may help to provide a point of comparison .... The 
Harvard Medical Practice Study [an unpublished 1990 Harvard Medical School report to the 
State of New York] estimated that 6895 short-term non-psychiatric hospital patients died in 1984 
due to negligent medical practice in New York State ..... In that year there were 37.9 million 
hospital admissions in the United States, compared to 2.8 million in New York State ... Ifthe 
rate of negligence was as high in the rest of the nation, the New York figures extrapolate to about 
93,329 people killed by negligent medical care in the United States in 1984, triple the gun total." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
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ECONOMICS End ofa 
Long Slumber? 

Are precious metals beginning to awaken from a deflation-induced, decade-long 
slumber? A number of investors are now asking this question. The answer seems to be a 
qualified "yes." 

Certainly the Presidency of Bill Clinton appears to be stimulating a general interest in the 
whole subject of inflation, and by extension, a reexamination of inflation-sensitive investments 
such as gold and silver. Mr. Clinton's economic program to reduce the deficit will likely fail, 
leaving America's collision course with insolvency on track for the 1995-98 time frame, a 
horizon well within the financial plans of most people investing today. Even if we were to accept 
at face value the numbers released by the Clinton Administration, we must not overlook the fact 
that the deficit never falls below $200 billion a year, and after the first term, the deficits begin to 
widen again. This debt must be financed, either by borrowing existing money or by creating new 
money. 

Inflation Indicators 

Inflation is defined as an increase in the supply of money, a process that usually (but not 
always) causes a rise in the price of commodities first, then in the general price level, We 
recently reviewed five indicators of inflation (THE NEW AMERICAN, March 8th, page 35) and 
concluded that only three of them pointed in the direction of a coming reinflation, Since that 
article was written, commodity prices contained in two important indices -- one constructed by 
the Journal of Commerce and the other by the Commodity Research Bureau -- have both broken 
out on the upside. Whether this represents a short-term flare or the beginning of a dynamic new 
bull market is not yet clear. But any move upward in commodity prices has usually been an 
essential background factor for precious metals investors; therefore the recent breakout must be 
viewed as a positive development. 

With this additional factor, four of the five indicators now suggest that a reflationary 
attempt is underway by the Clinton Administration and the Federal Reserve. The remaining 
negative factor involves an increase in loan demand and the money supply. To date there has 
been only a modest uptick in borrowing. 

Money supply data remain contradictory. The narrowest measure of money, M1, is 
growing at a torrid 15 percent annual rate; the broader money supply measures show virtually no 
growth at all. Money mavens are debating what these conflicting signals mean. As we have 
stated in the past, the Federal Reserve cannot count what it cannot define. The explosion of stock 
values and bond values that has occurred, and the creation of credit by non-bank entities, for 
example, are not factored into the money supply figures. 

The Fed cannot be faulted for not trying to further reflate. Between the Fed and the 
commercial banks, the holding of government securities (monetized debt) has increased about 68 
percent over the past two years. This is potentially very inflationary. While it appears that a sharp 
rise in interest rates and a fall in the dollar will eventually impose a market-based restraint on the 
process, the current low interest rates present little discipline. Real rates of interest in the U.S. are 
the lowest of any major country, and it is doubtful that this will restrain an Administration and a 
Federal Reserve desperately trying to crank up inflation. Until rates reach punitive levels, there is 
a window of opportunity for a successful reflation. Perhaps this is what commodities and the 
metals are now sensing. 

Gold is still hovering around the $337 mark and would have to get above $338-$340 to 
turn bullish. Silver has successfully retested its two-year low around $3.50, building what 
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appears to be a double bottom on what constitutes a 19-year low. Precious metals mining shares, 
a typical leading indicator, have broken out on the upside. Some gold and silver shares have 
advanced 30 percent to 80 percent since the low during the worst of tax-loss selling at the tail 
end of 1992. As a segment of the universe of mutual funds, precious metals mutual funds have 
been the top performing group of the first quarter of 1993, surprising the established financial 
press. 

Over the past few years, there have been an abnormally high number of false breakouts in 
metal shares. This has left most market observers extremely suspicious of the current move, a 
sign many investors take as a healthy contrarian signal. But without confirmation by bullion, the 
rallies in the shares eventually fade and thus may present only a trading opportunity, not a new 
bull market. 

Some investment analysts believe that precious metals are in the process of bottoming 
and will eventually confirm the action of the shares. The increase in Fed monetization is 
potentially inflationary, but that potential will be muffled by the deflationary aspects of the 
Clinton plan, higher taxes, and regulation. The result will likely be an environment of stagflation, 
i.e. subdued economic growth with higher inflation. That will likely bring back memories of the 
"malaise" of Carter, which was a period very friendly to precious metals. 

Positive Shift 

Gold and silver are experiencing a positive shift in fundamental supply and demand, are 
out of favor with the investing public, and have a very small float as an asset category. For 
example, all precious metals mutual funds total less than $2.5 billion, a sum less than many 
individual companies that make up the Dow Jones Averages. Compared to the hundreds of 
billions of dollars traded daily in currencies, stocks, and bonds, relatively small shifts in investor 
attitude could move metals and metals shares higher -- or lower. The remaining threats to a new 
bull market in precious metals include an unexpected deflationary bust in the economy, central 
bank selling, and excessive forward selling by producers. 

Later in the decade, gold and silver will likely do well because it will become 
increasingly clear that the United States government is approaching insolvency. This crisis, 
although it may be deflationary, may well benefit the metals. Right now the metals appear to be 
responding to the reflationary attempt being pursued by the Clinton Administration and the 
Federal Reserve. 

A new bull market in gold and silver has importance beyond the profit potential for 
investors. Basically, the trend towards lower interest rates and a rise in commodity prices and 
inflation are two mutually incompatible trends. One or the other must give way. If gold prevails, 
it will likely mean the end of the bull market in stocks and bonds. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


THE CULTURE WAR 


Jewels for Ghouls 

The multiculturalists who would dismantle 5,000 years of Judeo-Christian values intend 
to break down Western Civilization one taboo at a time. Along these lines, the latest fashion 
trend from West Hollywood's chic Melrose Avenue is Necromance, a boutique tailor-made for 
Dr. Kevorkian and his friends. The shop sells human and animal bone jewelry and, apparently, 
people are dying to get at this stuff. Human fingers on a leather cord sell for $28. A necklace of 
human teeth and bone costs $30. Adult human skulls and tiny fetal ones are also for sale. You 
can buy a complete human hand or a whole human skeleton hanging from a chain. 

Interestingly, the only legal questions that have been raised by the government came from 
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U.S. Fish and Game investigators who were concerned about the possibility that Necromance 
might be selling parts of endangered animals -- bear claws, marine mammal parts, or the skulls 
of big native cats. But proprietor Nancy Smith says she wouldn't have any part of that stuff. After 
all, she has a conscience, you know. 

Unwanted Daughters 

Here's one for the multiculturalists and feminists to mud-wrestle over: Feminists insist. of 
course, that abortion on demand is an absolute, inalienable right. The multiculturalists tell us that 
the Western way is only one way to go and probably not the best way. Every culture is equal. 

So what happens when Asian cultures -- like China, India, and Korea -- use sex tests to 
find out the gender of babies in the womb and then commit wholesale aborticide on would-be 
daughters? This is not a hypothetical question. This is reality today even in relatively 
sophisticated places like Seoul and Hong Kong. 

Have you heard one feminist or multiculturalist fretting about this shocking trend? 
Strange, isn't it? 

Some Good News 

On the surface, the abortion-as-birthright crowd seems to have everything going its way. 
They've got their man and woman in the White House. They've got Congress on a leash. They're 
about to begin using a pro-abortion litmus test for new members of the Supreme Court. And a 
psychopath recently handed them the moral high ground in the debate by gunning down an 
abortionist. 

But wait a minute. Something else is going on in the real world. Killing unborn babies is 
becoming a very unpopular occupation. Here are some facts to consider: 

¢ About 83 percent of all counties in the U.S. have no abortionists doing business. 

* Most abortionists are getting on toward retirement. Medical schools are not training 
replacements because most medical students do not want to take courses on performing 
abortions. 

¢ The vast majority of abortions being conducted in the U.S. are performed in a few 
major urban areas. 

¢ Military doctors and other medical personnel at American facilities in Europe are 
refusing en masse to perform abortions, thus rendering moot President Clinton's order 
broadening access to abortion in the military. 

In his brilliant history of the pro-life movement, Abortion Rites, Dr. Marvin Olasky 
points out that early successes against widespread abortion practices did not come primarily 
through legal constraints. Instead, they came because the culture began to repudiate abortion. 
Abortion was no longer considered an acceptable option. That is how the debate will have to be 
won again. 

Muzzling Phil Donahue 

Last summer Dr. Richard Neill sat down to watch Phil Donahue do his thing. Appalled at 
the gratuitous and exploitative nature of the program, he ordered transcripts of 120 Donahue 
shows at a cost of $360. 

With a veritable smoking gun of information proving that there was a pattern to 
Donahue's programs, Neill set out to convince his local television station that the Donahue 
program would be more appropriate airing at night rather than in the afternoon. After losing that 
battle, he turned to the sponsors, who, apparently, were totally unaware of the sleaze they had 
been promoting. One by one they agreed to drop the Donahue show from their ad schedule -- 
Kraft, General Foods, General Mills, Seven-Up, Dr Pepper, and Keebler to name a few. In total, 
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some 130 advertisers have dropped the show and Donahue is feeling the pinch. 
The "Gay" Agenda 

Don't believe it when you hear President Clinton say that lifting the homosexual military 
ban is only about allowing people to serve their country. There is growing evidence that what 
"gay" activists really seek is to turn the armed forces of the United States into a social club for 
sexual deviants. 

Even before Congress acts on the Clinton plan, the Gay, Lesbian and Bisexual Military 
Freedom Project is already planning phase two of its campaign, which calls for ending the ban 
on homosexual conduct. The group is also devising a plan to force the military to make 
reparations to all those who have been discharged from the military for homosexuality. The 
program also calls for indoctrination of all military personnel on the idea that there is nothing 
wrong with homosexuality. 

What bugs the homosexual activists most is the fact that, despite all their best propaganda 
efforts and all the help they could muster from the media, people still don't approve of their 
perverted life-style. The latest surveys show that 67 percent of Americans believe sex between 
people of the same gender is "always wrong." The homosexual lobby knows that its only hope is 
to employ the coercive arm of government to get its way. 

Brief Skirmishes 

* Speaking of the "gay" military battle, Mr. Clinton's threat to lift the ban is already 
having a negative effect on recruiting efforts. David Hackworth predicts that if the ban is lifted, 
officers and enlisted personnel will leave the military by the tens of thousands. 

¢ In his new book, Conduct Unbecoming: Gays and Lesbians in the U.S. Military, 
Randy Shilts writes that "a vast gay subculture has emerged within the military." Isn't this 
exactly what opponents of homosexuals in the military predicted and feared? 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Situation Ethics 
at Work 

Pro-life killer. A classic oxymoron, yet the abortion lobby and some media moguls would 
have us believe that when Michael Griffin shot and killed abortionist Dr. David Gunn in 
Pensacola, Florida on March 10th, he was simply acting out the values common to all in the 
pro-life movement. New York Times columnist Anthony Lewis, for instance, claimed that Dr. 
Gunn's murder "tells us the essential truth about most anti-abortion activists. They are religious 
fanatics, who want to impose their version of God's word on the rest of us. For them the end 
justifies any means, including violence." 

In reality, however, Michael Griffin's deplorable act was predicated, not on scripturally 
sanctioned moral and judicial procedures, but on the humanist standard of situation ethics, 
whereby man makes up his own morality as he goes along. 

Griffin was, in a sense, playing by the same set of rules as Dr. Gunn, who concluded that 
his murdering of over 5,000 pre-born babies annually was ethically okay because it was legal 
and, besides, he was assisting women who did not want these babies anyway. Additionally, Gunn 
felt, in the words of his brother, that he was "doing his part with the population explosion." 

Michael Griffin, on the other hand, felt that the only way to stop Dr. Gunn's legally 
sanctioned murder of innocent humans was to murder Gunn. In Griffin's mind the situation 
called for the most extreme measures. 

Contrasting Values 
But situation ethics and biblical values are two entirely contrary sets of ideas. According 
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to the Scripture which Christians look to for guidance, no provocation whatever justifies the 
cold-blooded murder of a defenseless person even if that person is a pre-born baby or a doctor 
who performs abortions. 

The late Episcopal priest Joseph F. Fletcher III has been credited as the modern-day 
father of situation ethics, primarily due to his influential 1967 best-selling book, Situation 
Ethics: The New Morality, in which he argued that abstract moral rules should be adapted to fit 
individual situations. The publisher's blurb on the jacket stated that the "sensational deductions 
which the author draws from this premise include the bold statement that any acts, even lying, 
premarital sex, abortion, adultery and murder could be right depending on the situation. Because 
‘whatever is the most loving thing in the situation is the right and good thing. It is not excusably 
evil, it is positively good." By that standard, both Gunn (while killing the unborn) and Griffin 
(while killing Dr. Gunn) could say that what they were doing was "positively good." 

The extent to which situation ethics now permeates American life is reflected in the 
widespread parroting of such phrases as "Do your own thing" (as opposed to God's "thing"); in 
the message of even so enchanting a love song as "You Light Up My Life," in which the singer 
declares that "it can't be wrong when it feels so right"; and in the counsel of such advice 
columnists as Ann Landers, who on one occasion favorably paraphrased the rules for deciding 
right from wrong that had been compiled by another noted liberal theologian, Dr. Harry Emerson 
Fosdick, to wit: "Does the course of action you plan to follow seem logical and reasonable? 
Never mind what anyone else has to say. Does it make sense to you? If it does, it is probably 
right." 

Dr. Jack Kevorkian, dubbed "Doctor Death" for his role in assisting persons to kill 
themselves, during an interview published in the Fall 1991 issue of Free Inquiry (quarterly 
publication of the Council for Democratic and Secular Humanism), asserted: "In my view the 
highest principle in medical ethics -- in any kind of ethics -- is personal autonomy, 
self-determination. What counts is what the patient wants and judges to be a benefit or a value in 
his or her own life. That's primary ..... After all, what is morality? It is doing and thinking 
right. And that changes with time. So in rule ethics versus situation ethics, I go by situation 
ethics. You try to solve the situation at that time. You can't use some idea two thousand years 
old!" 

Double Values 

In his April 4, 1992 column, Associated Press religious writer George W. Cornell noted, 
"In an age of relativity both in science and religion, most Americans think there are few 
absolutes about what is right or wrong, saying it usually depends on the situation." He cited a 
Gallup poll conducted for the Princeton Religion Research Center which found that this 
"modified 'situation ethics,’ a sometimes controversial notion in the churches, is affirmed by 69 
percent of American adults." 

Yet, even as "most affirm the moral relativity principle, the big majority ... still say it's 
important to do what God or scripture tells them is right." Which would seem to mean that while 
professing moral absolutes, Americans increasingly practice situation ethics. According to 
the poll, "of the 91 percent saying religion is very important in their lives, 63 percent still reject 
the concept of moral absolutes, contending such standards are subject to the situation." 

The poll found that young adults under 30 were "most prone to rely on their own 
experience as the yardstick of truth,"and that "Biblical literalism, the belief that the Bible should 
be taken as literally God's word in all instances" had been steadily declining "for the past 25 
years," with indications that "higher educational levels among more people have influenced the 
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trend." 

In a recent article, Dallas Morning News columnist William Murchison noted, "Modern 
life's rock-bottom cheapness is not the work of the abortion movement .... The secularization of 
modern life and thought is the villain. Out of the secular ethic flows disregard for lives that, in 
the old religious dispensation were deemed the gifts of God. A gift of God had meaning, 
purpose, destiny; it was no accident of biology. Every day we see what happens in the new moral 
environment where man, not God, is on top. What happens is man plays God." 

The Gunn-Griffin incident is simply one manifestation of how staggeringly unqualified 
man is for the job. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 


CULTURAL CURRENTS Trekking into the 
New Age 

As is the case with nearly every aspect of American popular culture, television has 
become overtly political and didactic. Some television programs, such as the original Star Trek 
series and its descendant, Star Trek: The Next Generation, were created in part for the purpose 
of promoting a set of political beliefs. True to its pedigree, Star Trek: Deep Space Nine -- the 
latest variation on the immensely popular Star Trek premise -- combines high-quality production 
values, snappy writing, and superb acting with trendy leftism. 

Gene Roddenberry, Star Trek's creator, died in late 1991. Although he was, in many 
ways, a remarkable man, Roddenberry followed his intellectual vanity into the humanist 
movement, becoming a member of the American Humanist Association in the 1980s. The 
original Star Trek series betrayed a few hints regarding Roddenberry's political inclinations (for 
example, Roddenberry refused to let the Starship Enterprise have a ship's chaplain); Star Trek: 
The Next Generation is a weekly humanist sermonette. Each week viewers are treated to a new 
adventure set in a future galactic Federation based upon the United Nations. The starfleet of 
which the Starship Enterprise is a part could be considered the 24th-century equivalent of the 
contemporary UN Blue Helmets. 

Profitable Idea 

Roddenberry was a living stereotype: He was a wealthy parlor socialist who profitably 
condemned capitalism. (Nor was he inclined toward the equitable private distribution of his 
wealth. Eileen Roddenberry, his ex-wife, recently was awarded $4.5 million in residual profits 
and $900,000 in punitive damages from the Star Trek franchise after a court determined that 
Roddenberry had hidden profits from her.) 

Roddenberry created a product for which there is apparently inexhaustible demand. 
Although the original Star Trek series suffered an ignominious cancellation after three seasons 
and 79 episodes, the original cast was reassembled for six spectacularly successful feature films. 
In 1987, Star Trek: The Next Generation debuted in first-run syndication. After two seasons of 
uneven quality, the series found its creative groove -- and a larger audience than any other 
hour-long syndicated series in history. 

Roddenberry himself was a major cause of the early creative difficulties with Star Trek: 
The Next Generation. During the 1966-69 run of his original program, Roddenberry frequently 
found himself at daggers drawn with network censors, who forced him to dilute the show's 
political content and excise the occasional racy scene. With his new syndicated program, 
Roddenberry was not beholden to anybody regarding content; accordingly, he indulged his 
appetite for political commentary and sexual speculation. (Ironically, even Roddenberry's most 
outre efforts fell short of the standard set by contemporary prime-time network television.) 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


However cathartic this may have been for Roddenberry, the results did not make for consistently 
entertaining television. 

By Star Trek: The Next Generation's third season, the creative team of executive 
producer Rick Berman and producer/head writer Michael Pilfer were in charge of daily 
production on the program, relegating Roddenberry to figurehead status. With an open-door 
policy to new, young writing talent and an experienced, disciplined creative team, the series 
stabilized under the direction of Berman and Piller. The show also began to reflect a slightly 
different emphasis following Roddenberry's passing: Where Roddenberry was an atheist and a 
humanist, the Berman/Piller team is possessed of a New Age bent. (Piller, the program's head 
writer, has defined his technique as a "Zen writing outlook.") During the series' fifth season, 
stories dealing with spiritualism became more common, a trend that continues in the ongoing 
sixth season. 

"Dodge City in Space" 

In early 1992, Berman and Piller announced that Paramount had approved yet another 
Star Trek program, this one entitled Star Trek: Deep Space Nine. Unlike the previous programs, 
which are set aboard starships, the action in Deep Space Nine takes place on board the stationary 
space outpost from which the series takes its name. The alien-built installation, referred to by 
Berman as "Dodge City in space," is positioned nero' a stellar phenomenon called a "wormhole" 
-- a quantum shortcut through space that can take spacecraft across vast distances in a matter of 
seconds. 

The show's cast is frequently referred to -- without a hint of irony -- as a "multicultural, 
politically correct" collection of characters. Heading the new cast is Commander Benjamin 
Sisko, portrayed by Shakespearean actor Avery Brooks. (Brooks, who is by any measure a 
talented actor, is highly regarded in critical circles for his stage portrayal of Stalinist Paul 
Robeson.) Sisko is a single father after losing his wife in a battle between Starfleet and the 
"Borg," a truly hideous cybernetic race that absorbs conquered races into a computerized 
collectivity. 

Sisko's loss is depicted as a prologue to Deep Space Nine's premiere episode. Following 
his convalescence, Sisko is sent to take command of the Deep Space Nine station. The facility 
had been constructed by an aggressive race called the "Cardassians" with which Starfleet had 
signed a peace treaty. The treaty gave Starfleet control of the station, as well as a protectorate 
over a nearby planet called Bajor. The Cardassians had occupied Bajor for decades, strip-mining 
the planet and tyrannizing its inhabitants. Now that there is nothing left to plunder, the 
Cardassians have left in pursuit of other conquests. It is at this point that the wormhole is 
discovered -- and Star Trek enters the New Age. 

New Age Themes 

The inhabitants of Bajor are described as a "deeply spiritual" race; the Bajoran religion 
appears to be a New Age amalgam of Hinduism, American Indian rituals, and Zen Buddhism. 
The planer's "spiritual leader" is a priestess called Kai Opaka. In the first episode she instructs 
Sisko to seek out the "Celestial Temple," a phenomenon which is the source of several 
mysterious "orbs" -- glowing crystal objects, shaped like the symbol for infinity, that can 
somehow induce visions of the past and future. Sisko discovers that the "Celestial Temple" is the 
wormhole, which was constructed by omnipotent aliens. 

Sisko seeks out the aliens and endures what one reviewer referred to as a "mystic 
catharsis" of the pain and regret produced by the death of his wife. Because the "Temple" aliens 
have transcended linear time, Sisko is forced to relive his wife's death over and over; after being 
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reduced to emotional abjection by the experience, Sisko is told that he must "look for solutions 
from within"-- a familiar New Age conceit. 

However peculiar this story may have seemed to the 20 million people who viewed Deep 
Space Nine’s debut, it delighted Vishal Mangalwadi, a theologian at the Himalayan L' Abri 
Resource Center. In a wire service interview Mangalwadi recalled that Hollywood has long been 
taken with Eastern religions: Gurus flocked to California in the 1960s, and home-grown 
"alternative religious leaders" emerged in the 1980s. Noted Mangalwadi, "Now it seems like the 
gurus are making films." 

Mangalwadi took note of several consistent Eastern themes featured in Deep Space Nine 
and its predecessors. For example, Star Trek in all of its manifestations teaches that man is the 
creator -- that "perception may literally be reality. You see this over and over in the Star Trek 
world .... Life is the product of consciousness, not a creation of a transcendent God." 
Furthermore, in the Star Trek universe, time is cyclical rather than linear, another borrowed 
concept: "In faiths such as Judaism and Christianity, life and experience are linear -- they are 
always going in one direction. In Eastern thought, time is cyclical, you are always repeating your 
life over and over." Sisko's experience in the "Celestial Temple" is an initiation supervised by 
sci-fi surrogates of Eastern gurus. 

Cast of Oddballs 

New Age thinking has left its impress upon many other aspects of Deep Space Nine. For 
example, the station's science officer is, from all appearances, a very attractive young woman 
named Jadzia Dax. But Dax is actually a "Trill," a "joined" species consisting of a human host 
and a small parasitic being that resides in the host's abdomen. Although Dax's external aspect is 
that of a female, her "personality" is that of a 300-year-old male. In an early episode it is 
revealed that in a previous male incarnation Dax, then an ambassador, had been intimately 
involved with the wife of a military leader. 

Obviously, the character of Dax embodies the notion of reincarnation. However, it also 
has interesting implications regarding the question of gender: Dax is presented, quite literally, as 
a man inside a woman's body. Another Deep Space Nine character, Dr. Julian Bashir (note the 
Indian surname) is enamored of Dax, in spite of the fact that the character is actually a 
300-year-old man. This reflects an idea that is emerging as a consistent theme on Star Trek -- the 
notion that gender is not immutable and that it is irrelevant to the question of sexual love. 

The DS 9 station includes a "promenade," a shopping mall in which the regular characters 
spend their leisure time. The promenade includes a bar equipped with "holosuites"-- a 
holographic brothel that can cater to every conceivable sexual appetite. (In the Star Trek 
universe, holography -- a distant descendant of virtual reality -- can be used to create 
computer-generated, tangible environments for training or recreation.) The bar is supervised by 
an alien named Quark. Mr. Quark is a "Ferengi," a gnomish, greedy alien who exists to give 
private enterprise a bad name. 

The station's security officer is a shape-shifting alien named Odo who can transform 
himself into an infinite variety of objects. Because science fiction requires a suspension of 
disbelief, it may appear plausible to some viewers that Odo, the station constable, is something 
of a pacifist: Early in the series it is established that Odo hates the "phaser" guns used by 
Starfleet and practices strict gun control on the station. 

The character that links Deep Space Nine and Star Trek: The Next Generation is 
Operations Chief Miles O'Brien, who transferred to the station from the Starship Enterprise. 
O'Brien is a frank, affable fellow who is able to fix nearly anything. He is also a family man, and 
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his wife and child have followed him to his new assignment. Significantly, even O'Brien's 
wedding appeared to make a political point. 

In various stories and incidental scenes, O'Brien has been portrayed as a traditional 
Irishman, devoted to family customs and conventions. His wife Keiko, a beautiful oriental 
woman, has been allowed to keep both her family customs and her Buddhist religion: The 
familiar trappings of a Buddhist ceremony were featured during the pair's on-screen wedding. 
(Additionally, the episode makes specific mention of the fact that the wedding takes place during 
the Hindu festival of lights.) Unlike orthodox Christianity, Buddhism (with all respect to good 
and faithful Buddhists) is more compatible with the New Age, multiculturalist world view 
possessed by Star Trek's producers. 

High PC Quotient 

Deep Space Nine is tautly written and entertaining. Unlike Roddenberry, Berman and 
Piller have mastered the skill of making their politics relatively unobtrusive, but their program 
nevertheless retains a very high quotient of political correctness. An early episode entitled 
"Captive Pursuit" deals with a tormented alien individual called Tosk, who suddenly arrives at 
the station after a trip through the wormhole. For some reason Tosk is being pursued by a crew 
of heavily armed aliens; after a brief battle the pursuers capture Tosk and prepare to take him 
back in chains. It is then revealed that Tosk is the quarry in a hunt, and he exists solely to make 
the pursuit entertaining for the hunters. Because he was captured alive, he is told that he will 
suffer the disgrace of being placed in captivity, where children will feed him and treat him with 
contempt. The episode, which was probably vetted by People for the Ethical Treatment of 
Animals, featured a predictable anti-hunting soliloquy by Sisko. 

Like Star Trek: The Next Generation, Deep Space Nine has stroked feminist 
sensibilities by featuring women in positions of authority. (Given the preponderance of female 
admirals depicted on both shows, one could reasonably suspect that Starfleet is a matriarchy.) 
Furthermore, as the character of Dax suggests, Star Trek is becoming deeply entangled in 
questions of sexual emancipation and "tolerance." After Roddenberry announced in 1991 that 
Star Trek would promote a positive image of homosexuality, the sodomite lobby began a 
campaign for the inclusion of a homosexual character on the program. Berman and Piller balked 
at a regular "gay" character, but they did produce an episode entitled "The Outcast" that was a 
pro-homosexual allegory. 

According to Piller, the subject of homosexuality is not one that should be treated in a 
balanced fashion: "I don't think there is another side that is easily supportable. I think that bigotry 
is bigotry and prejudice is prejudice. It can be said with wild fervor and belief but it still comes 
out as prejudice. I don't know how to make an intolerant person attractive." 

Star Trek in all of its manifestations has presented itself as a vehicle for exploring 
contentious social issues, and Roddenberry and his proteges have prided themselves on their 
supposed independence of thought. However, a mini-controversy provoked by an episode of Star 
Trek: The Next Generation aired last year displayed the abrupt limits of the show's intellectual 
independence. 

The episode, entitled "The Masterpiece Society," portrayed a genetically-engineered 
community based loosely upon Platonic notions of social organization. In one scene Geordi La 
Forge, the Enterprise's blind chief engineer who sees with the aid of a prosthetic device, made an 
offhand remark that he would not have been allowed to live had he been conceived by an 
inhabitant of the "Masterpiece Society." This observation was not elaborated upon, but its logical 
implications were obvious. 
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Cinéfantastique magazine reported that the episode was "misinterpreted by many fans as 
an anti-abortion diatribe." "Diatribe"? There was nothing about abortion in the episode, although 
the resonance of La Forge's remark was undeniable. Executive producer Rick Berman declared 
that the notion that Star Trek would traffic in pro-life sentiments was "nonsense" and denied that 
anyone on his writing staff would promote a "non-choice outlook." Curious, isn't it, how a 
non-humanist perspective -- even one conveyed through allusion -- is to be considered a 
"diatribe," and how "diversity" creates such stifling conformity. 

Deep Space Nine's January premiere registered the highest rating ever earned by a 
syndicated series debut. The program promises to eclipse the ratings success of its immediate 
ancestor. Thus prospects are secure for another generation of humanist/New Age evangelism on 
the Final Frontier. 

-- WILLIAM NORMAN GRIGG 
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Anti-Life President 
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Somewhere in recent readings I came across a poignant response to a militant 
homosexual who was demanding to know why the government has not yet come up with a cure 
for AIDS. It was: "The genius who could have solved the problem was probably killed in an 
abortuary." 

No one knows how many great musicians, scientists, statesmen, and military giants were 
never allowed to join the human race because their presence in the womb would be an 
inconvenience. What we do know is that the killings continue. It is now likely that there will be 
more, not fewer, because the man who occupies the highest office in the land could hardly be 
more pro-choice, or more accurately, pro-death. 

Forcing All to Pay for Death? 

In the 1777 Virginia Declaration of Religious Liberty, Thomas Jefferson is reported to 
have stated: "To compel a man to furnish funds for the propagation of ideas he disbelieves and 
abhors is sinful and tyrannical." That's at least one good argument for retention of the Hyde 
amendment, which bars federal (taxpayer) funding of abortion. 

But a White House spokesman announced in late March President Clinton's intention to 
fulfill a campaign promise by asking Congress to repeal the Hyde measure. The twisted 
justification for such a move is that poor women are denied the opportunity to have the lives of 
their babies terminated. 

Many will recall President Clinton's firm campaign promise to obtain a tax cut for the 
middle class. He has since reneged on it. But promises to sodomize the military and force all 
Americans to fund abortions remain firm. If a man can be judged by his values, it is clear that 
our President is asking to be judged harshly. 

In a related move, the President has also called for a renewal of taxpayer financing for 
two pro-abortion groups, the International Planned Parenthood Federation and the UN Fund for 
Population Activities. Congress cut off funding for both in 1985 because each was providing 
support for coercive abortion policies in the Peoples Republic of China. 

Supreme Court Justice Byron White, one of the two dissenters in the Roe v. Wade 
decision, has announced his intention to retire. Disagreeing with the majority's opinion in that 
1972 case, Justice White stated that "I find nothing in the language or history of the Constitution 
to support the Court's judgment." 
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A similar view was arrived at by Justice Antonin Scalia in his dissent from the June 1992 
Court decision that effectively upheld Roe v. Wade. Scalia stood opposed to Roe and to abortion 
"because of two simple facts: (1) the Constitution says absolutely nothing about it, and (2) the 
long-standing traditions of American society have permitted it to be legally proscribed." 

It seems certain that President Clinton's chief concern in choosing Justice White's 
successor will be to find an applicant who favors continuing the slaughter sanctioned by Roe v. 
Wade. If so, the killings will go on and on, and the Constitution will continue to be ignored. 

A Non-Person or a Victim? 

In 1991, a baby girl was born in New York City without an arm. The day prior to her 
birth, abortionist Dr. Abu Hayat had tried to terminate her life, but all he accomplished was 
tearing off an arm. Brought to trial, the doctor was convicted of performing an abortion on a 
third trimester fetus, and also of assaulting the infant. 

Hayat's lawyers have appealed both convictions, but they do not have much hope of 
seeing the third trimester conviction dropped. His lawyers have claimed that, according to Roe 
v. Wade, a fetus at any point in its development is not a person, and a non-person cannot be 
assaulted. They note that Justice Blackmun stated in Roe's majority opinion that "the word 
‘person,’ as used in the 14th Amendment, does not include the unborn." 

The assault conviction, therefore, is likely to be overturned. The baby girl cannot be a 
victim if she is not a legal person. Yet, she now faces life without an arm. On one day, a doctor 
sought to kill her but only dismembered her. On the very next day, she became a person under 
the court's current interpretation of the Constitution. And this is "the land of the free and the 
home of the brave"? 

With Mr. Clinton in charge, the macabre pro-death crusade blackening our nation will 
continue, maybe even grow more sickening. 
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